School-based peer mediation programs : purpose, progress and promise. by Guy, Stephen Burdette
University of Massachusetts Amherst 
ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst 
Doctoral Dissertations 1896 - February 2014 
1-1-1998 
School-based peer mediation programs : purpose, progress and 
promise. 
Stephen Burdette Guy 
University of Massachusetts Amherst 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.umass.edu/dissertations_1 
Recommended Citation 
Guy, Stephen Burdette, "School-based peer mediation programs : purpose, progress and promise." (1998). 
Doctoral Dissertations 1896 - February 2014. 5328. 
https://scholarworks.umass.edu/dissertations_1/5328 
This Open Access Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst. It 
has been accepted for inclusion in Doctoral Dissertations 1896 - February 2014 by an authorized administrator of 
ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst. For more information, please contact scholarworks@library.umass.edu. 

SCHOOL-BASED PEER MEDIATION PROGRAMS: 
PURPOSE, PROGRESS AND PROMISE 
A Dissertation Presented 
by 
STEPHEN BURDETTE GUY 
Submitted to the Graduate School of the 
University of Massachusetts Amherst in partial fulfillment 
of the requirements for the degree of 
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 
September 1998 
School of Education 
© Copyright by Stephen Burdette Guy 1998 
All Rights Reserved 
SCHOOL-BASED PEER MEDIATION PROGRAMS 
PURPOSE, PROGRESS AND PROMISE 
A Dissertation Presented 
by 
STEPHEN BURDETTE GUY 
Approved as to style and content by: 
Robert L. Sinclair, Chair 
iailjey W. Jackson, Dean 
)ol of Education 
DEDICATION 
To 
my wife, Cindy Chandler-Guy, 
whose love and encouragement 
guided me through the process of writing 
this dissertation. 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
Many people were instrumental in working with me to complete this 
dissertation. Their assistance was instrumental and essential. 
Dr. Christine King, Dr. Norma Jean Anderson, and my advisor, Dr. Robert 
Sinclair, graciously agreed to serve as my dissertation committee. My thanks are 
extended to them. Dr. Sinclair provided me with immeasurable advice and guidance 
during the planning and writing of the dissertation. Throughout this long process Bob 
has helped me to appreciate the value of tenacity and self reliance. His knowledge and 
insights were essential to my success. 
The assistance of Peg Louraine for her thoughtful and helpful editing and 
formatting of the final dissertation must be acknowledged. 
A special thanks is extended to Sharon Slater who served as my statistician, and 
who helped me to learn the mysteries of spreadsheets and Microsoft’s Excel program. 
My thanks also go to the principals, peer mediation coordinators and guidance 
counselors who provided their perceptions of their school’s peer mediation program. 
Their contributions served as the data for this study. 
The staff at Franklin Mediation Services, under whose auspices the Peer 
Mediation Status Questionnaire was field tested, were especially helpful in encouraging 
my initial interest in peer mediation. My thanks go to Cheryl Fox and Cate Woolner 
who provided me the skills of peer mediation. 
Of course, my warmest thanks go to my family, in particular to my wife, Cindy 
- 
Chandler-Guy, who remained supportive, positive and loving in spite of the demands 
v 
this study placed on our family. Cindy encouraged, and at times cajoled me, to persist 
and see the dissertation to its completion. 
Working with a group of dedicated and helpful fellow doctoral 
candidates/friends made all the difference in completing this work. Steve Gould, Jean 
Greenwood and Bill Igoe spent countless hours assisting me in the planning and writing 
of the research. In particular, Steve’s encouragement and friendship have meant a great 
deal to me. The camaraderie we enjoyed will be one of my fondest memories. A very 
special personal thanks is extended to Steve Gould who offered me his invaluable 
insights throughout the process. 
Gale Kuhn has worked with me as a co-advisor to the Amherst-Pelham Regional 
Junior High School’s peer mediation program for a number of years. My special thanks 
go to her for her assistance and encouragement during this research project. 
My Team B colleagues and friends at Amherst-Pelham Regional Junior High 
School have patiently endured many months of my ravings about the peer mediation 
dissertation. Rob Lord, Reene Romano, Margarita Bonifaz, and Sharon Howard have 
my heartfelt thanks. 
It is also important to thank Wendy Kohler, the Secondary Instructional Director 
in the Amherst-Pelham Regional School System. As the interim principal of the Junior 
High her counsel was supportive and helpful. 
Close friends have also helped me persist in reaching my goals. John Sass and 
Chuck Hommes-Baum sacrificed many hours to endure my rantings. Thank you all. 
vi 
ABSTRACT 
SCHOOL-BASED PEER MEDIATION PROGRAMS: 
PURPOSE, PROGRESS AND PROMISE 
SEPTEMBER 1998 
STEPHEN BURDETTE GUY, B.A., ST. JOHN’S UNIVERSITY 
M.S. Ed., QUEENS COLLEGE 
Ed. D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Robert L. Sinclair 
School violence has encouraged the introduction of peer mediation programs in 
spite of the absence of reliable research and program evaluation. The purpose of this 
study was to investigate the nature of peer mediation programs in 44 Massachusetts 
secondary public schools, describing the objectives, evidence, and conditions that 
fostered or hindered program success. 
The research questions that guided this study asked 132 respondents to indicate 
the objectives of peer mediation programs, evidence of success, and conditions within 
the schools that helped or hindered success. 
Of 42 objectives, only peaceful resolution of conflict was reported by a majority 
of the schools. Four others - learning alternative ways of dealing with violence; 
improving the climate in school and classroom; reducing the number of fights before 
becoming serious; and teaching students to talk out problems were reported by 41% of 
the respondents. 
vm 
From the seven most common examples of evidence demonstrating success, a 
decrease in violence and suspensions was reported by the largest percentage of 
respondents (38%). Major hindrances to mediation included adult intervention in 
mediation, lack of administrative funding, and scheduling conflicts. 
No single condition that either helped or hindered program success emerged in 
the study. The most common supportive condition was administrative and faculty 
support, and the most common hindrance was scheduling conflicts. Other hindrances 
were a lack of a full-time coordinator, and lack of administrative and faculty support. 
Respondents provided few examples of evidence or conditions to support their claims of 
success or lack of success. 
Results indicate that peer mediation was successful in most of the 44 schools in 
the study, and that every school program was unique. Still, improvements, such as 
effective program evaluation; greater funding; support for staff training from the state 
and universities; and closer scrutiny of developments in the field, are necessary. 
The rise in school violence throughout the nation is forcing educators to respond 
with programs, such as peer mediation. The blueprint for successful peer mediation 
programs needs to be designed by each school. Planned properly, facilitated effectively 
and evaluated appropriately, peer mediation can contribute to the realization of safe 
learning environments for students. 
vm 
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This chapter describes the problem and purpose of the study, the research 
questions that guide the investigation, the definitions of the terms, the significance of 
the study, and the limitations of the study. 
Statement of the Problem 
Violence in society and the escalating trend of school disruptions are crucial 
realities often listed by American citizens as their most pressing concerns. News 
sources highlight stories of weapons in schools, gang violence, racial tension, even fatal 
resolutions of conflicts among students and between students and staff. Parents worry 
about their children’s safety, teachers and staff experience physical and verbal assaults, 
and many young people add peer violence to the already overburdened list of fears 
facing them in school. American youngsters are 12 times more likely to die by gunfire 
than their counterparts in the rest of the industrialized world. ”Our children are getting 
killed or killing themselves at higher rates than any other country,” said Dr. Ettienne 
Krug, a Center for Disease Control (CDC) medical epidemiologist. The homicide rate 
is 2.57 out of every 100,000 children under the age of 15. Compared with an overall 
rate of .51 in the 25 other countries surveyed, the CDC said. Working with a total 
estimate of 2,872 child deaths, including homicides, suicides, and gun-related deaths, 
for all 25 countries, the CDC noted: 73 percent of the 1,995 homicides were among 
U.S. children; 54 percent of the 599 suicides were among U.S. children; 86 percent of 
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the 1,107 deaths caused by guns were among U.S. children (Springfield, MA. Union 
News. Feb. 7, 1997). These facts have awakened society to the necessity for more 
effective alternatives to the violent resolution of conflicts by students within schools. 
The mission of the schools is to educate children by providing equal 
opportunities for all and by maintaining a conducive environment to acquiring 
education. School systems need to be free of violence and conflict. Basic educational 
services cannot be delivered unless a safe and productive environment is maintained in 
the schools. If the schools are to be orderly and peaceful places in which all young 
people receive a quality education, students must learn to manage conflicts 
constructively without physical or verbal violence (Johnson & Johnson, 1995). 
Traditional school-based disciplinary actions have had only limited success in 
resolving this disturbingly persistent problem. Conflict resolution and conflict 
management programs, also referred to as dispute management programs, have been 
developed in the last decade to counteract the growing violence in schools. Peer 
mediation has emerged among the different programs of conflict cessation activities in 
school and is growing rapidly. Peer mediation and peer negotiation are two of the more 
widespread alternative dispute resolution techniques practiced in our society today. 
With the expanding interest in school-based mediation, there has been a proliferation of 
programmatic and curriculum activities which reflect the belief that learning about 
conflict and its resolution should naturally begin in schools. 
An increasing number of school administrators are faced with situations 
involving serious violence perpetrated by and against adolescents. Administrators are 
responding to this escalating problem by adding violence prevention programs to school 
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curricula and by establishing programs in which students serve as peer mediators to 
resolve conflicts. 
With few exceptions, little research has been conducted on the magnitude, 
direction, and impact of school mediation programs. The implementation of successful 
peer mediation programs suffers from the absence of solid research. Certain aspects of 
peer mediation have been studied and documented, though not in any widespread 
manner. For example, it is generally believed in the field that mediation training makes 
student mediators feel better about themselves, but the basis for this belief and the ways 
training accomplishes this end are not clear. Similarly, it is believed, but not well 
documented, that school mediation programs improve school climate and are effective 
in resolving student-student disputes (Lam, 1989). However, dependable and 
convincing research is not available to most educators who may be considering adopting 
peer mediation programs. In some cases there are even contradictory findings that 
argue that the main function of these programs is to provide political cover for school 
officials and politicians and that they may do more harm than good (Webster, 1993). 
Compounding the problem is the belief that most evaluations are based on 
anecdotal evidence or comparative suspension rates, and that the actual relationships 
among mediation, suspension, and violence is unclear. Researchers are also beginning 
to question whether the most commonly used school-based programs for violence 
prevention and conflict resolution actually accomplish their intended goals. Some 
practitioners see a disturbing trend in the way these programs are being implemented in 
some schools. "Peer mediation," says Marvin Daniels, coordinator of the high school 
mediation program in Cambridge, MA, "has been misunderstood, misinterpreted and 
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transformed into something it was never meant to be." There is also growing 
disagreement among practitioners about the goals and practices of peer mediation. 
There are some purists who jealously guard and righteously proselytize a single 
orthodox methodology that they believe must be slavishly observed. Other supporters 
advocate as much latitude and flexibility as possible with the structure and 
administration of peer mediation programs. Understandably, the latter programs are 
often criticized as appearing poorly organized and haphazardly administered. 
There are many obstacles to learning about the success of school-based peer 
mediation programs. These obstacles include the absence of appropriate school data; 
problems with evaluation; the large number of variables that can affect the results of the 
programs; the questionable objectivity of the reporting agents; study design flaws; and 
the lack of funded; systematic, and objective regional and/or state-wide evaluations. If 
evaluative research about the success of peer mediation programs is not conducted, 
valuable time and efforts of many school personnel, as well as shrinking financial 
resources may continue to be wasted. The urgency of the problem is revealed every day 
with new and increasingly more frightening reports of school violence. The alleged 
success of mediation programs needs to be documented in a systematic manner. 
Schools must have useful, empirical data rather than merely anecdotal reports to guide 
them in the development of their programs. Evaluations must be incorporated with the 
establishment of mediation programs in order to measure, and if necessary enhance, the 
direction and effectiveness of the program. This research should assist school districts 
in determining whether to initiate peer mediation programs, and which programs to 
select as suitable for their particular needs. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The major purpose of this research was to investigate the status of successful 
school-based peer mediation program that currently exist in secondary schools. The 
research consists of three interrelated parts. First, the objectives of peer mediation 
programs are determined. Second, the evidence that educators use to determine if the 
peer mediation program in their own local schools is successful or unsuccessful is 
reported. Third, the conditions that educators perceive to contribute to the success or 
lack of success of their peer mediation programs is described. Specifically, the research 
questions and subquestions that will guide this study are: 
1. What are the objectives of school-based peer mediation programs? 
2. What is the evidence reported that peer mediation programs are 
successful or unsuccessful? 
3. What are the conditions that are perceived to contribute to the success or 
lack of success of the peer mediation programs? 
Definition of Terms 
The literature about peer mediation often uses certain terms interchangeably, and 
the neophyte may misunderstand the nuances, which, though not necessarily critical, are 
always present. Unfortunately, there are no agreed-upon iron-clad definitions among 
theorists and practitioners. Most of the literature, however, generally advances the 
definitions that follow. 
Peer mediation: Initially modeled on community mediation, in peer mediation 
programs selected students are exposed to intensive training focused on a structured, 
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step-by-step process of third-party intervention in the disputes of peers. This prepares 
student mediators, also known as conflict managers, to help peers voluntarily settle 
differences through a discussion of the disputants’ perceptions, interests, feelings and 
preferred alternative solutions. Student mediators neutrally assist disputants through a 
structured process of resolving disputes and record the resulting agreements. Mediators 
keep the process and settlement confidential and sometimes follow up on whether the 
agreement is upheld (OCDRCM, 1993) 
Conditions: Conditions are aspects of the environment that may influence an effective 
peer mediation program. Those conditions may be programmatic, social, or 
institutional. An example of programmatic conditions may be the presence of trained, 
committed mediators. An example of social conditions may be the demographic 
makeup of the school community in which mediations are conducted. An example of 
institutional conditions could be the role and influence that other members of the school 
community, such as teachers and administrators, exercise within the schools that 
conduct peer mediation programs. 
Evidence: Evidence is that which tends to prove or disprove something; ground for 
belief; proof; something that makes evident; an indication or sign; data presented to a 
court or jury to substantiate claims or allegations, including testimony, records, objects; 
to make evident or clear; show clearly; manifest; to support by evidence; plainly visible; 
conspicuous (Random House Webster’s college dictionary, 1992). 
Perception: Perception is defined as impression of an object or a situation formed by a 
perceiver through his/her sense organs combined with his/her prior cognitive and 
affective experiences. Perception is subjective in nature, because in the recognition of 
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a situation, the perceiver is influenced by his/her motivational and cognitive biases. In 
turn, these biases influence his/her attitudes and behaviors towards the perceived object 
or situation. 
Significance of the Study 
This research was conducted to determine the nature of a successful peer 
mediation program in secondary public schools in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. An understanding of these conditions could assist schools that are either 
conducting or contemplating the implementation of peer mediation programs. An in- 
depth study of peer mediation programs in the Commonwealth could reveal that there is, 
contrary to some of the literature, no single orthodox model program of effective peer 
mediation. Each school setting is uniquely different because of variables which apply 
only to that setting. The nature of success may vary significantly. Schools with existing 
peer mediation programs will be able to examine their own programs in light of the 
research and make any necessary adjustments. 
This research will provide schools with a methodology for conducting their own 
in-house program review, which may assist them in increasing the effectiveness of their 
program and in turn securing additional financial, administrative, and faculty support. 
Examination of the findings may help schools to avoid the pitfalls of some less 
successful programs, and to adapt their programs to provide the most effective program 
possible. The results of the research could also reveal solid, convincing evidence that 
peer mediation is a promising means for reducing school violence and improving school 
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climate. This information would support educators and communities in their initial 
endorsement and continued support for peer mediation in the schools. 
Delimitations of the Study 
There are many schools providing some type of conflict resolution curriculum, 
sometimes coupled with peer mediation programs. There are more than 200 public 
schools offering peer mediation in Massachusetts, and 105 of them are secondary 
schools which are listed in Appendix A. Most elementary schools have not instituted 
peer mediation programs or they limit peer mediation to a few of the upper grades, and 
therefore those programs will not be examined in this research. This research examined 
peer mediation programs in 44 secondary public schools in the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts. A list of these secondary schools comprises Appendix B. The list of the 
peer mediation schools came from a variety of data sources. One list of schools with 
peer mediation programs was provided by the Massachusetts Attorney General's Office 
of Peer Mediation Services. Other agencies/organizations that provided lists of schools 
were Franklin Mediation Services, School Mediation Associates, and the Massachusetts 
Association of Peer Practitioners. The selected schools have a peer mediation program 
in place and agreed to participate in this study. The respondents represented secondary 
public schools in the Commonwealth; however, they may have had little else in 
common. Schools that participated in the study represent urban, suburban, and rural 
constituencies. They were fairly equally representative of the eastern and western parts 
of the Commonwealth. The schools were not asked to provide a profile of the student 
body, nor of the community they serve, and as a result the study does not consider these 
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factors in its examination and findings. No attempt was made in this current study to 
draw conclusions based on school community demographics. No attempt was made to 
limit the scope of the study to any particular type of school setting. The variables that 
existed in each school distinguished it from all other schools. These variables may have 
affected the success of a program in one school and may have had absolutely no 
influence on another school’s success. 
According to the literature, certain variables are determined to be usually present 
in successful peer mediation programs. These supportive variables include the role of 
administration, faculty support, the number of years with peer mediation, the role of the 
advisor/coordinator, the presence of a conflict resolution program or peer mediation in 
district elementary schools, the demographic makeup of the student body, the mediation 
agreements’ success rate, self referrals to mediation, clear and realistic goals of the 
program, peer mediator recognition, and publicity. 
The study did not attempt to provide a panacea to the crisis of school violence, 
nor to endorse any one plan that could be construed as the successful peer mediation 
program. Rather, the ideal of success needed to be determined by each school’s 
program. The research presented each school's stated goals and its perception of success 
for the peer mediation program. Data was provided by school principals, guidance 
counselors, and the coordinators of the peer mediation programs. These respondents 
represented different perspectives regarding the success of the peer mediation programs. 
No attempt was made to collect data from the general faculty, student body, student 
mediators and disputants, nor community at large. 
9 
A possible impediment to reaching conclusive results was the absence of a 
baseline year for analysis of these data. According to the literature, many schools may 
not have previously recorded the type of information, particularly quantitative data, 
requested in the research questions. As a result, data used in this study were the 
qualitative perceptions of respondents about the peer mediation program in their 
schools. Randomization of school selection exacerbated the researcher’s ability to 
collect more than subjective information from the respondents. 
Chapter Outline 
The dissertation consists of five chapters. The following chapters constitute a 
detailed description of the present investigation. Chapter 1 describes the problem 
underlying the research topic, purpose of the study, definition of terms used in the 
study, significance of the study, the delimitations of the study, and the chapter outline. 
Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature which establishes the study’s direction, 
including a discussion of violence in our schools and society, the place of peer 
mediation programs in our nation’s public schools, and an examination of processes of 
peer mediation program evaluation. Chapter 3 discusses the design of the study. It 
includes the selection of schools and respondents, the instrumentation and the data 
collection to answer the research questions. Chapter 4 reports the analysis of data and 
interprets the research findings as they relate to the research questions. Chapter 5 
presents the summary of the study and provides a discussion of the findings. The 
chapter concludes the study by recommending further research into questions raised by 
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the current investigation and by suggesting practical action that may be taken to 
strengthen existing peer mediation programs. 
11 
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter provides a foundation for the present investigation and gives a 
direction to the research processes used in this study. This chapter is divided into three 
sections. The first section inquires into the issue of violence in schools and society. 
Incidents of school violence are skyrocketing, and educators in Massachusetts are 
weighing the merits of different programs, such as peer mediation, to answer the 
problem. Before these programs are adopted, the effectiveness of school-based 
mediation programs needs to be carefully examined. The second section reviews 
school-based peer mediation programs. Proponents and critics of mediation raise 
important issues about the efficacy of this program. One of the topics about mediation 
frequently discussed is program evaluation. Finally, the third section considers 
evaluation processes used by peer mediation programs in selected studies. If schools 
adopt peer mediation as a method to combat violence, then program effectiveness needs 
to be recognized and documented. The literature review considers these related factors. 
Violence in Schools and Society 
Violence in society and correspondingly in schools is escalating, and that has 
forced school systems to search for effective strategies to cope with the problem. 
Schools are clearly suffering from the devastating fear and loss of control that violence 
leaves in it wake. There is no learning in an environment permeated by fear. Random 
student violence and continued disruptive behavior generate a school malaise fed by 
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hopelessness and helplessness (Curwin, 1995). School systems are responding with a 
variety of programs, among them peer mediation. John Bynoe, one of the primary 
authors of a manual entitled Toward Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities. 
which evaluated substance abuse and violence prevention programs in the Northeast, 
including the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, stated 
The most perplexing problems facing communities in the Northeast are 
those of school violence, disruption... Studies continue to show high risk 
behaviors among youth. Every week in the Northeast, newspapers 
tragically account teenagers dying in drug related car accidents or violent 
school incidents. If durable solutions are not found, these problems will 
destroy the lives of our children, adversely affect our schools, and rob 
society of its future. (Bynoe et al., 1994, p.5) 
This problem is so severe that solutions to violence are crucial for the survival of 
our young people. The violence that is perpetrated does not only fall under the category 
of life-threatening, but the violent behaviors are symptomatic of other societal fissures 
that also must be addressed. Poverty, disintegrating home environments, child abuse, 
our violent and materialistic culture and the pressures to succeed are among the causal 
agents of violence in America’s culture. 
Violence is behavior that violates another individual. An umbrella term, 
it describes a variety of destructive personality traits and antisocial 
behaviors. It is present in all societies, but the level of violence varies 
greatly among cultures. Extreme, chronic violence is a sure sign that 
something is awry in the child or community. (Brendtro & Long, 1995, p. 
52) 
Violence has been one of the most prevalent and destructive behaviors we face 
in the United States. According to a recent comparison of U.S. mortality rates, when 
compared to eight industrialized countries, the United States ranked highest and second 
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highest for death rates from violence and injuries (Fingerhut & Kleinman,1989). 
Brendtro and Long described a society that offers mixed messages about violence: 
The United States has strong laws against violence, but they are 
inconsistently applied and compete with pervasive pro-violence 
messages. Most violence is a private affair, in abusive homes ruled by 
petty tyrants. But America’s infatuation with violence extends to the 
media, sports, politics, the military, and even church and school. From 
the O.J. Simpson trial to abortion protests to brutal rap music and talk 
show themes, there is no avoiding it. Even cartoons are violent, and it 
has been shown that children who watch them consistently are more 
aggressive than their peers. (Brendtro & Long, 1995, p. 54) 
In the United States, the rate and seriousness of injuries, including the lethality 
from violent acts, have been greater for adolescents and young adults than for any other 
age groups (Osgood, O’Malley, Bachman & Johnston, 1989). A comparison of 
homicide rates among young males in the United States and in 21 other developed 
countries found that the U.S. rate was more than four times higher than the next highest 
rate (Fingerhut et al., 1991). And, although homicide was the twelfth leading cause of 
death in the United States, it ranked second among 15-24 year olds and was the leading 
cause of death for African-American males in that same age group, at a rate of 
84.6/100,000 in 1987 (Centers for Disease Control, 1990). 
It is clear from reviewing statistics that homicide is not distributed evenly 
throughout the population. It has taken its greatest toll among minorities, males, and the 
young. Among children, those under 14 years old are the most vulnerable to murder 
(U.S. Dept, of Justice, 1980). In addition, the seriousness and lethality of violent acts 
are greater in this country than in others and appear to be increasing. Thus, adolescent 
violence in the United States has occurred within a culture in which violence is a 
relatively common fact of life. Another fact has been that much of the violence occurs 
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among acquaintances, and therefore programs aimed at reducing adolescent violence 
may be less effective if they do not address the personal relationship aspect of violence. 
National studies have indicated that the age of highest risk for the initiation of 
serious violent behavior is age 15-16, and that the risk of initiating violence after age 20 
is very low. The highest rates of participation in serious violence are ages 16-17. At 
these ages, 20-25 percent of males and 4-10 percent of females report one or more 
serious acts. After age 17, however, participation rates drop dramatically. 
Approximately 80% of those who were violent during their adolescent years will 
terminate their violence by age 21. (Elliott, Huizinga & Menard, 1989, p.2) 
Adolescence is also the time of greater risk for victimization (Centers for 
Disease Control, 1992). In one recent study, 50% of boys and 25% of girls reported 
being physically attacked by someone at school (Centers for Disease Control, 1992). 
Although there has been a two percent decline in the total number of teenagers in the 
United States since 1983, the number of youth arrested for murder nationwide more 
than doubled between 1984 and 1989 (from 1,004 to 2,208). Between 1984 and 1988, 
the firearm death rate for teens 15-19 years old rose a record 43%, and, between 1984 
and 1989, firearm murders committed by offenders under the age of 18 rose from 444 to 
952 (Witkin, 1991). The 1989 annual school crime report from the School Safety 
Council showed that almost three million students, faculty, staff, and visitors were 
crime victims in American schools in 1987. During the first half of 1990, 
approximately nine percent of all students, aged 12-19, were crime victims in the United 
States. Fifteen percent said their schools had gangs. Sixteen percent claimed that their 
school had an actual or threatened attack on a teacher. Although teenagers spend only 
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25% of their time in school, 40% of the robberies and 36 percent of the physical attacks 
involving this age group occur in school. 
Most of the interventions launched have been either based on some political or 
philosophical perspective of a community agency or are meant to demonstrate a theory 
of the researcher. As a result, the designs of neither type of study are well grounded by 
consideration of the population characteristics and risk factors, which determine the 
likelihood of effectiveness (Garbarino,1993). Most studies have oversimplified the 
complexities of how, by whom, and to whom adolescent violence occurs. In addition, 
given that almost all interventions have targeted a small proportion of the types of 
violence, much of the problem of adolescent violence has been left unaddressed. There 
remains an urgent need to gather more specific and extensive data on adolescent 
violence in order to direct interventions (Tolan & Guerra, 1994). The degree and level 
of violence in society and schools today is unprecedented. 
For American public education for the many decades preceding the 
twentieth century, such aggression apparently was infrequent in 
occurrence, low in intensity, and , at least in retrospect, almost quaint in 
character. " Misbehavior," "poor comportment," "bad conduct," and the 
like in terms of getting out of one’s seat, insubordination, throwing a 
spitball, sticking a pigtail in an inkwell, or even the rare breaking of a 
window, seem like and truly are, events so mild in comparison to the 
aggression of today that it becomes difficult to conceptualize them as the 
extreme of the shared continuum. (Goldstein, 1992, p. 4) 
Every day, 135,000 children bring guns to school. Every 30 minutes, a child is 
killed or injured by a gun, which equals more than 14,000 children per year. Related to 
this finding are trauma center data that have shown a 300% increase in gunshot wound 
admissions of children under the age of 18; most were shot by other children ages 16 
and under. One teenager is killed by a gunshot wound every half hour. According to 
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some estimates, somewhere between 100,000 and 200,000 guns are being brought to 
school each day in the United States. 
Although many schools are hiring guards, adding permanent police 
officers to their staffs, and installing metal detectors, they can and must 
do more. It is not enough to fortify the gates. We must transform 
schools into places that teach children to control our violent nature and to 
change the self-destructive path we are speeding down out of control. 
(Curwin,1995, p.73) 
Goldstein added that Americans need to channel their efforts at curbing violence 
by casting a much wider net than is generally practiced. It is his view that successful 
efforts to reduce violence must focus not only on the perpetrators of such violence, but 
also on the aggression-teaching, aggression-encouraging, aggression-rewarding persons, 
groups, and environments of which such youngsters are a part (Goldstein, 1992). 
There are multiple studies and theories about the causes of adolescent violence 
and serious antisocial behavior, and a number of risk factors have been implicated. 
Some studies suggest that the primary cause lies within the individual; others emphasize 
close interpersonal relationships; others focus on proximal social contexts; and still 
others stress societal-level influences. This differentiation by level of influence also 
characterized intervention programs. 
While patterns of behavior learned in early childhood (e.g., aggressiveness) 
carry over into the school context, the school has its own potential for generating 
conflict and frustration in these situations. A successful non-violent social adjustment 
at home increases the likelihood of, but does not guarantee, a successful non-violent 
adjustment to schools and peers (Elliott, 1994). During junior and senior high school, a 
clear adolescent status hierarchy emerges, and much of the violence at school is related 
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to competition for status and status-related confrontations. Delinquent peer groups, 
such as gangs, are the strongest and most immediate cause of the actual onset of serious 
violent behavior. Joining a gang greatly increases the risk of violence, both perpetration 
and victimization. Likewise, leaving a gang or delinquent peer group substantially 
reduces the risk of violence (Elliott, 1989). 
Solutions hinge on a clearer picture of the scope and nature of teenage violence 
in this society. It is a complex social problem that takes different forms and often co¬ 
occurs with other problem behaviors (Elliot, Huizinga & Menard, 1989). Many 
potential solutions have emerged, some aimed at the students themselves, others at 
teachers, administrators, or at the wider community in which the school functions. 
Hoped-for solutions have been almost as varied as they are numerous: humanistic, 
behavioral, electronic, architectural, organizational, curricular, administrative, legal, and 
more (Goldstein, 1992). 
It is not uncommon to find groups claiming the effectiveness of a 
program simply because it serves a large number of persons or has 
existed for a substantial period of time or because testimonials have been 
collected from clients and authority figures...This proliferation of 
programs without adequate empirical evaluation begs the questions: 
What actually works to reduce adolescent violence? (Tolan & Guerra, 
1994, p. 2) 
The rising alarm of adolescent violence listed among national concerns has 
prompted increased demands for efforts to curb this urgent problem. These demands 
have resulted in a torrent of programs by schools, neighborhood organizations, police, 
courts, social services, and health agencies. Unfortunately, the effectiveness of these 
programs has seldom been tested. Although based on good intentions and promising 
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ideas, these programs have rarely been subjected to empirical evaluation of their actual 
impact on adolescent violence. 
Educators must clamp down on the rising incidents of school violence by 
recognizing and understanding the causes and symptoms of adolescent unrest. They 
must also carefully review and wisely institute the most effective program possible to 
resolve conflicts in their schools. Peer mediation is one of the programs that school 
authorities are considering to combat violence. An examination of peer mediation 
effectiveness is essential to ensure that school administrators adopt the most successful 
program to reduce violence in their schools. 
School-Based Peer Mediation Programs 
Programs to address violence in schools are obviously crucial. Schools are 
responding to the incidents of violence by seeking answers from a variety of sources 
that offer programs, objectives, and a direction for schools to follow. The authors of 
Toward Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities. (Bynoe et al., 1994), pointed out 
that the National Goals for Healthy People 2000 (1990) included a few significant 
objectives that dealt with the problem of school violence. National goal 7.9 called for 
incidences of physical fighting among adolescents aged 14-17 to be reduced by 20% by 
the year 2000. National goal 7.16 called for an increase of at least 50% in the 
proportion of elementary and secondary schools (teaching) non-violent conflict 
resolution skills, preferably as part of a quality school health program (Bynoe et 
al.,1993). The authors also cited the need for violence prevention programs by referring 
to objective 4 in National Goals 2000: Safe and Drug Free which stated that "youth of 
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all ages must understand the causes of violence and disruptive behavior and possess the 
skills to resolve conflict equitably and honorably.” 
Prior to the new directives in National Goals 2000, many school systems had 
already responded to the escalation in school-wide violence. Many programs were 
already in place, successfully addressing the problems of adolescent violence. School 
officials have taken many different steps to ensure that schools are safe, and that violent 
behaviors are curtailed. Among the measures being taken are: 24-hour security cameras 
in hallways and lunchrooms, character education, peer mediation, school learning 
centers for troubled kids, mentoring sessions; activities to bolster students’ self-esteem, 
and dress codes, or school uniforms. Schools have also been more imaginative with the 
creation of weapons hotlines, safety corridors for kids going to and from school, 
security forces of adults, (particularly parent volunteers), and tighter security checks of 
book bags and backpacks. Programs that train peers to serve as mediators in disputes 
and that train youth in conflict resolution skills have become increasingly popular since 
the mid-1980s (Jenkins & Smith, 1987). 
The field of peer mediation is relatively new, and school-based programs are 
still experiencing growing pains. Initially, peer mediation in schools had its roots in the 
business world, where it started about 70 years ago as part of the business management 
domain. Fisher and Ury’s 1981 best selling book, Getting to Yes: Negotiating without 
Giving In. popularized the contemporary approach to negotiation that would eventually 
be transformed into school-wide peer mediation programs. According to Julie Lam’s 
Impact of Conflict Resolution Programs on Schools, the decade and a half prior to 1989 
saw increasing interest in teaching conflict resolution and peer mediation in school 
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settings. A proliferation of programmatic and curricular activities reflect the belief that 
learning about conflict and its resolution should begin with school-aged children. 
Schools have been involved in a range of activities: some have developed peer 
mediation programs; others have created curriculum about conflict resolution; and still 
others have trained school staff in conflict resolution skills. In 1984, education and 
mediation specialists associated with the first in-school mediation programs around the 
country formed the National Association of Mediation in Education (NAME) to 
encourage widespread adoption of peer mediation. 
Most peer mediation programs are school-based efforts which focus on training 
small numbers of students who work with the rest of the school community — students 
and teachers. The mediator’s role is to intervene and to provide alternate ways to 
address a current conflict, without violence and without involving the traditional school 
discipline system. In 1989, school mediation programs were still a relatively new 
phenomenon, with some pioneer programs in Hawaii, California, and New York started 
in the early 1980s. Success stories from these early efforts attracted media attention and 
convinced school departments and school boards in hundreds of districts to sponsor 
such programs. At that time, the National Association of Mediation in Education 
(NAME) listed among its members 100 programs in more than 200 schools. NAME 
promoted the development and institutionalization of school- and university-based 
conflict resolution programs and curricula. Interest in these programs was initially 
stimulated primarily by word of mouth accounts of the positive effects of such 
programs. Reports of an anecdotal nature from the administrators and participants of 
such pioneer programs such as Project SMART in New York City and the Conflict 
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Managers Program in San Francisco has made these programs models for many others. 
However, with few exceptions, little research has been conducted on the magnitude and 
the direction of the impact of school mediation programs (Lam, 1989). 
Since that time, hundreds of school officials have turned to such programs in the 
hope of reversing, among other unfortunate trends, high rates of school aggression. 
Today, thousands of students resolve their conflicts through mediation. There are now 
about 5,000 such programs in the United States, up from about 100 in 1989, according 
to the National Association of Mediation in Education. Annette Townley, the executive 
director of NAME, believes that the explosion of interest occurred because mediation 
offers not only a practical, but a visionary tool for conflict resolution at a time when 
society and a culture that glamorizes violence are forcing teachers to wear many more 
hats than they did a decade ago (Arnold, Boston Globe. February 20, 1991). 
One of the most gratifying by-products of mediated dispute resolution is its 
relationship to A Nation At Risk and other recent reports on education which call for 
classroom emphasis on the types of communication and critical thinking skills used by 
mediators and antagonists in resolving conflicts. Conflict resolution programs such as 
peer mediation played an integral part in the National Educational Goals which were 
adopted by the nation’s governors. One of the goals stated," By the year 2000, every 
school in America will be free of drugs and violence and will offer a disciplined 
environment conducive to learning" (NAME policy paper, "Initiating Conflict 
Resolution in Schools", 1990). 
The need to address the problem of youth violence has resulted in the recent 
proliferation of prevention and intervention programs and materials. However, it has 
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not been determined just how widespread and effective the efforts have been. One of the 
major conclusions of "Injury Prevention: Meeting the Challenge," the National 
Committee for Injury Prevention and Control’s two year study of the state of the art in 
injury prevention, was that "there are few models and much uncertainty about the 
effectiveness of many available interventions [against interpersonal violence]." In 
attempting to discover what programs existed, in 1990, the Carnegie Corporation 
funded the Education Development Center, Inc. (EDC) of Newton, Massachusetts, for 
an eight-month period to identify violence prevention programs for young adolescents 
(10 -15 years) in the United States. Their report, "Violence Prevention for Young 
Adolescents: A Survey of the State of the Art," identified 83 violence prevention 
programs in the United States. The EDC focused on programs whose explicit goal was 
or included violence prevention, a wide enough net to include programs that focused on 
conflict resolution as well as on several gang prevention programs. This report found 
that 
... new programs are constantly being initiated, especially during the 
summer months, resulting in an ever changing landscape. In addition, 
many programs are small scale (operating within a single church, school 
or community-based organization), and were extremely difficult to 
locate. The one indisputable conclusion was that there is a range of 
programs currently operating throughout the U.S. to address the problem 
of adolescent violence. (Cohen & Wilson-Brewer et al., 1991, p.8) 
The programs EDC surveyed performed their activities in one or more of eleven 
possible settings, ranging from community-based organizations and schools to hospitals 
and prisons. At the time of the EDC survey there were 62 programs operating in 
secondary schools (grades 6-12). Only one of the respondents to this survey represented 
a peer mediation program at the secondary level (Resolving Conflict Creatively 
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Program in New York City), and 22 programs, none of which included peer mediation, 
were found in Massachusetts. Cohen and Wilson-Brewer noted that, in spite of the 
many programs, it remained unclear just how effective any of these programs, 
particularly peer mediation, were and therefore, the greatest need has been to design 
interventions with specific measurable objectives, evaluate the interventions, and 
disseminate the results widely (Cohen & Wilson-Brewer et al., 1991). 
It is impossible to state which types of violence prevention programs or 
intervention programs reviewed are most effective. Although 
respondents supplied a great deal of useful data, more detailed 
information...as well as more rigorous evaluation are necessary before 
such conclusions can be reached...process evaluation and program 
monitoring are most prevalent and outcome evaluation is relatively rare . 
.. for the most part, the evaluation component of programs surveyed was 
either an afterthought or dispensed with entirely because of a lack of 
suitable staff and sufficient funds. (Cohen & Wilson-Brewer, et al., 1991, 
pp. 56-57) 
Another problem in the search for an effective program was that school 
personnel often failed to understand that a successful program in one school might not 
be successful in another setting. This lack of understanding had led some administrators 
to abandon programs that did not provide the "quick fix" they unrealistically presumed 
would accompany the program’s implementation. In an article written by Webster, 
titled "The Unconvincing Case for School-Based Conflict Resolution Programs for 
Adolescents" (1993), he cautioned that violence prevention programs such as peer 
mediation required greater scrutiny before their implementation. He stated that there 
was no convincing evidence that violence prevention and mediation programs 
contributed to permanent shifts away from violent behaviors. Webster further pointed 
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out that underlying assumptions about conflict resolution programs and reduction of 
violence were untested. He also argued that 
... promoting conflict resolution programs as the solution to youth 
violence provide(s) political cover for politicians, bureaucrats and school 
officials and distract(s) the public from structural determinants of youth 
problems ... (letting) politicians off the hook by giving them something 
to point to when asked what they are doing to reduce violence. (Webster, 
1993, pp. 127- 128) 
As with other school-based conflict resolution programs there has been no 
credible evidence that peer mediation is able to prevent serious violence. Most 
evaluations are based on hearsay evidence or comparisons of suspension rates in which 
the actual relationship among mediation, suspensions and violence is unclear. " To 
date, there has not been a controlled study using randomly assigned students," said Dan 
Kmitta, NAME’S research and evaluation coordinator. Peer mediation programs have 
often received strongly positive feedback from the people who designed and ran them, 
but outside evaluators are not always as supportive in their reports. Some practitioners 
have seen a disturbing trend in the way these programs are being implemented in some 
schools. "Peer mediation," said Marvin Daniels, coordinator of the high school 
mediation program in Cambridge, Massachusetts, "has been misunderstood, 
misinterpreted, and transformed into something it was never meant to be. It is being 
used as a form of discipline, or as a prerequisite for suspension"(Miller,1994). 
There are also external critics who question the efficacy of peer mediation 
programs and who also raise important questions about the accuracy and reliability of 
the evaluations of these programs. Some programs across the country have 
demonstrated the effectiveness of peer mediation programs. The problem, however, has 
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been that the success stories have not always been reliable because of problems and 
inconsistencies, particularly with evaluations. It was necessary, therefore, to listen to 
the researchers who have looked extensively at programs and perhaps to heed their 
recommendations. Two of the most important research studies to date have been Cohen 
and Wilson-Brewer from the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development, and Tolan 
and Guerra from the University of Chicago. Both studies, however, pointed out the 
need for more research because their respective findings were not exhaustive nor 
inclusive enough to present a comprehensive picture. Their respective research reports 
also uncovered some problems with the evaluations of peer mediation programs 
conducted by the schools or organizations. 
Peer mediation programs have been created by secondary schools to attempt to 
curtail the violence that occurs there. Peer mediation is only one of the violence 
prevention programs available to schools. Although conflict resolution programs may 
include a peer mediation component, the present study only examined peer mediation 
programs in secondary schools. 
Evaluation of Peer Mediation Programs 
This section of the literature review examines evaluation procedures and results 
of selected peer mediation programs. Peer mediation programs have been evaluated by 
internal and external sources. A review of the evaluation procedures of these programs 
provided some important findings and revealed some weaknesses in the manner in 
which program effectiveness was measured. 
26 
The need for research is urgent because there are currently so many programs 
affecting so many adolescents, families, schools, and communities at such large cost 
and operating under the aura of so much promise. Well-intentioned efforts have been 
applied to many children and adolescents without any indication of the programs’ 
effects. Not only have earnestly launched programs been ineffective, but some of our 
seemingly best ideas have led to worsening the behavior of those subjected to the 
intervention (Lorian et al., 1987; McCord, 1987; Miller, 1962). Peer mediation, although 
quite lauded and a frequently used intervention, has had minimal evaluation, and the 
evaluations that have been done have produced mixed results (Tolan & Guerra, 1994). 
The rising prominence of adolescent violence among national concerns 
has prompted increasing demands for efforts to curb this urgent problem. 
Its (peer mediation’s) popularity, its potential value as a primary 
prevention method, and the fact that it may be particularly apt for 
situational and interpersonal violence all suggest it should be a priority 
focus for evaluation. (Tolan & Guerra, 1994) 
Effectiveness has been determined in a number of ways: the impact of 
mediation on students’ behavior in school; the success rate of the program; and its 
impact on peer mediators as reported by them and others. The findings on effectiveness 
indicated a number of concerns: research on school-based mediation is in its infancy; 
there is a paucity of long term outcome-based studies; there are weaknesses in 
quantitative methodological studies; there is an over-reliance on anecdotal and 
questionable data; and there is inconsistency in the questions from evaluators. Change 
in attitude has frequently been the focus of research rather than change in behavior, and 
it cannot yet be said that positive attitudes towards mediation will yield reductions in 
violence. 
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The Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence (CSPV), funded by the 
Carnegie Corporation, was established with the goal of bringing together research to 
help increase understanding of, and prevent, violence. In 1992, Patrick Tolan and 
Nancy Guerra of CSPV authored a document, What Works in Reducing Violence: An 
Empirical Review of the Field. In their synthesis of the studies that worked to reduce 
adolescent violence, Tolan and Guerra found that school systems had very limited 
funds, and that watch-dog school committees were always on the alert to prevent 
wasteful use of already overburdened resources (Tolan & Guerra, 1994). Public 
institutions were understandably pressured to spend taxpayers’ money on demonstrably 
effective programs. This pressure raised the questions of how the program had been 
evaluated and what made for an effective program. The authors’ contention was that 
institutions had to wade through a morass of information which often had not been 
reliable because the program lacked adequate evaluation. 
... despite the soaring popularity of this type of intervention at the 
elementary school, middle, and high school levels, and a number of 
laudatory "testimonials" from teachers and other participants, (Bergman, 
1989; Casey, Roderick, & Lantieri, 1990), they were not able to locate a 
well designed empirical study that evaluated behavioral outcomes with 
adolescents. Although peer mediation has intuitive appeal, particularly 
in terms of reducing situational and interpersonal violence, its efficacy 
has simply not been determined. (Tolan & Guerra, 1994, p.33) 
In ideal circumstances, evaluation designs should be generated long before a 
program of intervention is up and running. This would allow program managers to 
gather baseline information prior to program implementation. Funding issues, political 
constraints, the nature of the program, and the lack of foresight serve as some of the 
many reasons why this rarely happens (Jackson, Williams & Elliot, 1996). 
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A major criticism of the current research about peer mediation has been that, 
although cast as a violence prevention program, to date no research study has proven 
that school-based peer mediation decreases or prevents violence. Writing in 1989, Lam 
saw the need for evaluation of the different programs that were being instituted. Despite 
the very positive anecdotal evidence and some "fantastic claims" provided by program 
organizers, trainers and participants, there is not enough research to validate these 
claims. 
School mediation program administrators and participants have made 
fantastic claims for the success of their programs.... However, as in the 
early stages of most innovative programs, little attention was paid to 
systematic research and evaluation...The few research reports available 
tend to report positive findings ... but the basis for these beliefs and the 
ways training accomplishes those ends are not clearly known. (Lam, 
1989, p. 1) 
Mediation programs can be evaluated in-house by existing program staff as a 
completely internal process, or conducted by outside evaluators who have had minimal 
contact with program staff. Both methods of evaluation have advantages and 
disadvantages, and each is explained here. The first type of evaluation is conducted 
from within the school by school personnel. The results of four different internally 
evaluated programs are presented. The primary advantage of an internally driven 
evaluation is that the needs and priorities of the program staff are more likely to be 
addressed. By using staff members who are familiar with the program, specific 
contextual factors can be considered and examined. Much of the research on evaluation 
has appeared in articles and project summaries written by the project participants. One 
such study was the state of Ohio’s Commission on Dispute Resolution which was 
created in 1989 to promote dispute resolution in the schools. A three-year School 
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Conflict Resolution Management Demonstration Project, begun in 1990, evaluated 30 
Ohio schools, from elementary through high school. Two reports were written, one 
after the first year and a final report two years later, that summarized the findings. The 
final report indicated that most students improved their attitudes towards conflict, 
increased their understanding of non-violent problem-solving methods, and enhanced 
their communication skills (Wheeler et al.,1993). 
One of the middle schools in this study reported that suspensions were cut in 
half the year after a peer mediation program was instituted. Suspensions were reported 
to have decreased for the entire three years of the study. A similar middle school 
without a peer mediation school reported higher suspension rates that continued to 
increase over the three years. Another middle school which also started a mediation 
program had minimal changes with only a slight rise in the number of students agreeing 
to stop a fight. The majority of the findings in this internal research consist of anecdotal 
evidence for all the demonstration schools. This seemed to be a common limitation of 
studies on school-based mediation. Another limitation is that the Ohio researchers had 
only looked at changes in attitudes rather than changes in behavior. 
The Santa Monica, California-based Dispute Resolution Services set up and 
evaluated a Peer Mediation Program during the 1987-1989 school years in a large 
culturally diverse urban middle school. Mediation was found to be effective in every 
criterion in the study. Mediation was reported to be effective in 97% of the 95 cases 
that went to mediation. Faculty perceived that instances of conflict had decreased. The 
authors concluded that the climate in the school was positively affected by the 
mediation program. 
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The Peace Education Program in Louisville, Kentucky, conducted a study of 5 
schools in which they had set up peer mediation programs. Ninety to one hundred 
percent of all mediations were reported to be successfully completed. Teachers felt that 
there had been some positive peer pressure towards non-violent solutions to conflicts. 
Mediation was reported to help students take responsibility for their own problems and 
to improve the self-esteem and leadership skills of the mediators. The findings were 
based on anecdotal evidence and attitude surveys. Behavior change was based on self- 
report or teacher report and anecdotal evidence only. 
School Mediation Associates of Cambridge, Massachusetts, set up a Conflict 
Mediation Program in New River Middle School in Fort Lauderdale, Florida, for the 
1990-1991 school year in order to train adult and student mediators. The reported 
results indicated that the program saw a 74% decrease in the number of suspensions of 
fighting that year. Follow-up studies found that 90% of the students felt that the 
agreements were still working. Over 84% of the students said that they would use 
mediation again. Anecdotal evidence and self reporting were the basis for concluding 
that self-esteem, problem solving abilities, and critical thinking skills increased for the 
student mediators. Often these internal evaluations were hampered by budgetary 
constraints and lack of knowledge about the procedures for conducting an evaluation. 
The second method of evaluating peer mediation is by an external source 
familiar with mediation. Findings from five separate studies are reported here. Outside 
evaluators not involved in the creation of programs have assessed the effectiveness of 
selected peer mediation programs. External evaluations have been less likely to 
encounter the criticisms of internal evaluations such as the potential for favoritism, the 
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issue of vested interests, and political and financial ties to an agency or program. 
External evaluators generally possessed more knowledge about designing evaluations 
and analyzing data, often using their experience with other programs to increase the 
accuracy of these evaluations. In general, funding agencies and other programs are 
more likely to acknowledge the credibility of an external evaluator than an internal 
evaluator (Jackson, Williams & Elliot, 1996). 
One such report by the Community Board of the Clarke County Social Service 
Neighborhood Justice Center in Nevada reported findings from one of its evaluated 
schools, Gilbert Sixth Grade Center: 
The peer mediators demonstrated a significant increase in their conflict 
management skills. They experienced increased self-esteem and 
assertiveness. They also used the skills that they acquired at home and in 
their activities away from school...the School Mediation Program had a 
significant impact on reducing conflict on the schoolgrounds and 
increased the self esteem of the peer mediators.(Carpenter & Parco, 
1993) 
In 1990, New York’s Resolving Conflict Creatively Program (RCCP), 
implemented in several school districts, including one middle school, was evaluated by 
Metis Associates. This evaluation focused on attitudes and perceptions rather than 
actual changes in behavior and did not include surveys of students who were not 
mediators. Though the mediation program was cited as a reason for improvement in 
school climate, interviews with teachers indicated that mediation had only a minimal 
impact on school climate. 
The Wakefield Pilot Peer-Mediation Program in Tucson, Arizona, used the San 
Francisco School Initiatives Program and created the Community Mediation Program. 
The evaluators reported that the program was responsible for a 47% drop in officially 
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reported aggressive conflicts, and a 51% decrease in the number of physical fights 
reported by the students. The report concluded that mediation reduced aggression in 
schools by replacing aggressive behavior with collaborative behavior and that students 
are a powerful force for socializing in this direction. 
The Dispute Management in the Schools Project (DMSP), a three year long 
project associated with the University of Hawaii, evaluated the peer mediation programs 
of a high school and a feeder intermediate school (as well as a feeder elementary 
school). A qualitative methodology was used with triangulation as the measurement 
strategy. There was an overall success rate of 92% with staff, mediators, and disputants, 
who agreed that mediation was effective in resolving student/student disputes 
(Araki,1990). Araki (1990) found that teachers and administrators consistently reported 
improvements in attitude, especially in volunteering for school activities by both 
mediators and disputants. 
The New Mexico Center for Dispute Resolution and the Albuquerque Mediation 
Center jointly initiated mediation in eight school districts in the 1986-1987 school year. 
Based on student surveys and teacher observations, external researchers found the most 
significant results in the middle schools. Teacher surveys indicated that two objectives 
(decreasing violence in the school environment and shifting responsibility for resolving 
conflicts from school staff to students) were met. Jenkins and Smith reported that 
harassment and disruptive behavior were seen by teachers as less frequent causes of 
conflict, indicating violence as a cause of conflict had decreased. 
A variety of other studies have examined different aspects of peer mediation in 
an attempt to determine program effectiveness. One aspect of mediation that has been 
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evaluated is disputant satisfaction, and the results of four studies are presented. If 
disputant satisfaction is one measure of effectiveness, then the success rate of mediation 
is impressive. A number of studies of peer mediation programs in middle or junior high 
schools (McCormick, 1988; Araki,1990; Metis Associates, 1990; Carpenter & Parco, 
1993) reported high rates of disputant satisfaction, with outcomes ranging from 85 
percent (Carpenter & Parco, 1990) to 92.6 percent (Araki,1990). Metis Associates 
(1990) reported that 535 agreements in 5 schools in the evaluated district were 
successfully mediated. Crary (1992) found mediation to be effective in 97% of 95 cases 
as reported from two weeks to two months after the mediation occurred. 
Another focus of evaluation has been the impact of modifications in student 
behaviors as a result of mediation. Five studies that provided results and statistics about 
behavioral changes among student populations are considered here. McCormick (1988) 
reported that one mediation program was responsible for a 47% drop in officially 
reported aggressive conflicts and a 51% decrease in the number of physical fights 
reported by students. The report concluded that mediation can reduce aggressive 
behavior and that students were a powerful force for socializing in this direction. 
Kaufman (1991) reported significant drops in suspension rates in one middle school and 
a small rise in students agreeing to stop a fight in a school with a mediation program. 
Several studies looked at changes in the patterns of students’ interactions with each 
other. Jenkins and Smith (1990) reported an increase in the number of teachers who 
saw students as the major source of resolution for their own disputes. Carpenter and 
Parco (1993) reported a reduction in counselor time spent resolving conflicts. 
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Greenwald and Johnson (1986) found that students appeared to develop mediation skills 
as well as "healthy attitudes towards conflict and conflict resolution." 
Some studies have also examined the changes that occur among student 
mediators and disputants. Six studies that looked at the impact on peer mediators and/or 
disputants, and found positive results are considred here. McCormick (1988) found that 
mediators and at-risk students who participated as disputants gained in "pro-social" 
attitudes and behaviors. Jenkins and Smith (1990) reported a significant difference 
between the student mediators and the control group on the student attitudes about 
conflict scale. Utilizing their school commitment/attachment scale, which Jenkins and 
Smith hypothesized was an indicator for delinquency, a major difference between 
student mediators and the control group was demonstrated, with student mediators 
expressing a stronger sense of attachment to the school. 
Carpenter and Parco (1993) reported that peer mediators showed a significant 
increase in their ability to resolve conflict, and an increase in self-esteem and 
assertiveness. Metis Associates (1990) found that teachers reported increased self¬ 
esteem in the mediators. Araki (1990) contended that the peer mediators were 
"significantly empowered and improved academically." Teachers and administrators 
consistently reported improvements in attitude, especially in volunteering for school 
activities, by both mediators and disputants. Schroeder (1990) found that both self¬ 
esteem and leadership skills of the mediators had improved. 
Conditions that influence the effectiveness of peer mediation had been another 
important component to consider when looking at effectiveness. There have only been 
a few studies that looked at these factors. In some elementary school studies, Carpenter 
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and Parco (1993) found that the more active peer mediation school had supportive 
factors in place, such as a student body and faculty trained in mediation, a program 
supervised by the school counselor, and strong administrative support. Similarly, 
Greenwald and Johnson, from the Colorado School Mediation Program, cited factors 
that encouraged effectiveness that were similar to those made by Carpenter and Parco. 
Strong administrative support and sufficient teacher training were two other factors that 
encouraged effectiveness. 
Another important factor was the availability and suitability of certain students 
as mediators. Judy Schroeder, project evaluator for the Peace Education Program in 
Kentucky, found that all students needed to be involved in conflict resolution and 
mediation training in order to create an effective mediation program. Disputants must 
have ready access to program coordinators who can schedule mediations within a short 
period of time. One adult should act as the "gatekeeper" for student in conflict, making 
referrals and scheduling mediation sessions. The usage of a broad cross-section of 
mediators rather than the "best students" has been advocated to avoid student mediators 
appearing to be "an extension of the adult authority structure." The perception of 
student mediators as surrogate adults or authority figures would invalidate their 
effectiveness in the eyes of many students. Greenwald and Johnson’s observation that 
success was also enhanced by the use of a diverse group of mediators was supported by 
the Wakefield Pilot Peer Mediation Program in Tucson, Arizona, where at least one 
quarter of the mediators were "unreceived leaders." 
These reformed, anti-aggressive role models greatly increase the chance 
of other students viewing mediation as a viable alternative to less 
acceptable types of conflict behavior. This is especially true for so- 
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called "trouble makers" who might be more inclined to participate if 
"unreceived leaders" are involved directly. (McCormick, 1988, p.43) 
Beyond the programmatic factors tied with mediators and disputants were 
organizational elements of mediation that were linked to the structure of the school and 
administration of the mediation program. Concerns about role of the faculty, 
administrators and the program coordinator ranked high among problems blocking the 
success of some programs that McCormick observed. Organizational issues appear to 
be important in the success of the mediation program. Providing ongoing information 
about mediation and making the program accessible to students and faculty are 
organizational factors mentioned in the literature (Carpenter & Parco,1993; Greenwald 
& Johnson, 1986; Schroeder, 1990). Coordinators reported that they needed more 
written materials, and adult trainers needed more guidance in their roles. Scheduling 
and the referral process were assessed as needing to be streamlined. The programs were 
not well publicized after being established and not enough teachers had been educated 
about the effectiveness of this process. The Dispute Management in the Schools Project 
(DMSP) in Hawaii found that hiring a full-time, committed, available project 
coordinator who cared about the program was essential. Both training and experience in 
mediation and being a regular staff member in the school district were considered 
necessary for a successful program. The importance of strong faculty and 
administrative support is the key to a successful mediation program (Araki, 1990; 
Carpenter & Parco,1993; Greenwald & Johnson, 1986; Metis Associates, 1988; Pilati, 
1994). This present research indicates that this is true in almost all schools that were 
surveyed. Administrative support means that financial support is provided, personnel 
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receive the training and time to do the job right, as well as the encouragement and 
promotion of mediation to the students, faculty, parents and wider community. 
The importance of ongoing training about mediation for everyone in the school 
is a finding that comes up consistently (Carpenter & Parco, 1993; Schroeder, 1990). 
High quality training of staff with time and resources available for follow-up training 
and support as mentioned by Araki (1990), Greenwald and Johnson (1986), Metis 
Associates (1988), and Pilati (1994) constitute another form of administrative support 
closely related to the success of programs. DMSP members believed that their program 
was successful because they utilized a year of orientation and planning led by a full¬ 
time coordinator with both expertise in mediation and a strong commitment to the 
mediation program. Greenwald and Johnson expanded on this theme by stressing the 
importance of providing adult modeling of the programs and adult willingness to 
"relinquish sufficient authority (so) that students have an opportunity to practice their 
skills" (Greenwald & Johnson, 1986). Dedicated faculty are also critical to the success 
of a program. Having an advocate from within, someone available, committed, and in 
charge of facilitating the many details of the program is another key component of 
support (Araki, 1990; Carpenter & Parco, 1993; Pilati, 1994; Schroeder, 1990). Other 
factors considered vital were regular communication with the faculty and parents, 
coordination with the rest of the school program and ongoing and intensive training 
(Araki, 1990). 
Pilati’s (1994) analysis of key factors impacting the success of a mediation 
program was based on the data generated at a NAME institute from people working in 
the field rather than from a study of a program in one school or school system. Pilati 
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observed that the mediation program should be infused into the culture and curriculum 
of the entire school, including the discipline code. His suggestions were similar to 
guidelines made by Davis and Porter, as summarized by Araki (1990), Carpenter and 
Parco (1993), and Greenwald and Johnson (1986). The importance of providing on¬ 
going training for students, faculty, and staff has been another frequently raised theme 
in the literature that Pilati highlights. He describes three models for creating a school 
mediation program. The in-house model relied on one or more faculty or staff members 
for training and facilitation. The consultant model drew on the skills of an outside 
consultant to train, set up, and sometimes continue to facilitate the program. The 
school-wide model involved a trainer or consultant who worked throughout the system 
to train and organize the programs. Pilati offered several recommendations for each of 
these models since none of them could be universally applied. Metis Associates 
evaluated the Resolving Conflict Creatively Program (RCCP), a school-wide model, 
and found that this program avoided the disadvantages that were outlined by Pilati. 
This illustrated the advisability of schools tailoring their respective programs around the 
unique environment and circumstances of the school, which is as major point of this 
present study. 
On the other hand, Webster called for more research on the particular factors 
within situations that tended to lead to violence. Currently there has been more 
convincing evidence that 
status attacks and macho posturing are more common precursors to 
violence than situations (calling for) negotiation skills.... The efficacy 
of such teaching hinges on the implementation of programs and policies 
that offer opportunities to build self-esteem and of peer-led programs to 
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promote non-violent social norms for responding to status attacks 
(Webster, 1993, pp. 137-138). 
Structural and organizational or institutional changes must be made within schools to 
provide students with opportunities to apply their mediation skills. Without a 
supportive environment generated by the school authorities, the most state of the art 
program will falter and probably fail. Webster also emphasized that short-term 
interventions with no opportunity to practice new skills were not going to result in 
behavior change. Students needed practice, reinforcement over time, and training in a 
comprehensive program, starting when they were in elementary school, if behavior 
change was to occur. 
Many school-based peer mediation programs throughout the United States, 
particularly in the Southwest and Midwest, have been evaluated in surveys and research 
studies. However, peer mediation programs in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
have generally been absent from these evaluations. This present study looked at peer 
mediation programs in 44 secondary schools of Massachusetts. 
Summary 
This chapter provides a foundation for the present investigation and gives 
direction to the research by reviewing pertinent literature in three areas: violence in 
schools, conflict resolution programs, and evaluation of peer mediation programs. The 
first section of the chapter considers the crisis of violence in society that has served as 
the backdrop against which conflicts in schools occur. The second section discusses 
peer mediation programs that educators have endorsed to resolve the violence and 
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conflict within schools. The third section of the chapter considers peer mediation 




DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
The design of this descriptive research is divided into two parts. First, there is a 
general explanation of common aspects relevant to all three research questions, such as 
the selection of schools, the selection of questionnaire respondents, and the 
instrumentation for collecting the data. The second part is a specific design which 
includes an explanation of particular steps to answer each research question. Each 
research question is stated, any subquestions are detailed, and the specific steps that 
were taken to answer the research questions are explained. 
General Design 
The general design includes common aspects relevant to all three research 
questions - the selection of schools, the selection of respondents, and the 
instrumentation to collect the data. 
Selection of Schools 
There are approximately 105 public secondary schools in Massachusetts that 
conduct peer mediation programs. There seems to be no single agency — government, 
educational or special interest -- that has a comprehensive list of the mediation schools 
in the Commonwealth. Different agencies were contacted to help determine the exact 
number of public secondary schools with peer mediation programs. One list of these 
schools was obtained from the Massachusetts Attorney General’s Office of Peer 
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Mediation Services. Three mediation-based agencies offered information about the 
schools in the Commonwealth. All three lists provided a few programs, but some of 
these programs were no longer operational. One of the lists was sent by School 
Mediation Associates, a private company that offers peer mediation training and other 
related services to schools and communities throughout the country. The 
Massachusetts Association of Peer Practitioners, an unchartered organization that 
represented school-based mediation programs in Massachusetts furnished another list. 
Franklin Mediation Services, a non-profit agency that provides mediation training and 
services to schools and communities throughout western Massachusetts, provided the 
third list. 
One hundred schools were randomly selected and invited to participate in the 
study. A table of random numbers was used to select schools from the compiled list. 
Randomization ensured that the sample of schools studied actually represented the 
larger population to which the results can be generalized. One hundred schools were 
randomly selected. All members of the population would have an equal and 
independent chance of being included in the sample (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh, 1985). 
A preliminary letter was sent to the principals of the selected schools inviting them to 
join this research. An accompanying letter from Dr. Robert Sinclair, the Director of the 
National Coalition for Equality in Learning, demonstrated the connection of this 
research to the School of Education at the University of Massachusetts. Of the 100 
schools invited to participate (see Appendix A), less than fifty initially responded. 
Telephone calls were then made to those schools who had originally accepted the 
invitation but had not responded. A second mailing to these programs was conducted, 
43 
and telephone calls were made again. The latter rounds of requests yielded limited 
results, with a total of 44 responding schools. The requests seemed to follow the law of 
diminishing returns, and it was determined that the total number of schools for this 
research would be 44 (see Appendix A). A third round of telephone calls was made 
directly to the schools in order to call for completed questionnaires from each school’s 
three respondents. 
Selection of Respondents 
A letter was sent to each school’s principal, explaining the purpose of the study 
and describing how the school was randomly selected. Each principal was asked to 
participate in the research, and informed that participation meant that the principal and 
the two other respondents would be answering a questionnaire about the school’s peer 
mediation program’s objectives, extent of the program’s success and conditions that 
contributed to that success. The principal also received a response form to indicate 
acceptance of the invitation. The principal was asked to nominate the mediation 
coordinator and a guidance counselor who would be willing to participate. The 
principal was one of the three respondents from each school. The researcher provided a 
stamped, self addressed envelope for return of the form. A sample of the invitation to 
the principal and the response form are listed in Appendix C. Upon receipt of their 
names, the researcher invited the coordinator and guidance counselor to join the 
research. Following their acceptance, each was sent a questionnaire to complete and 
return in a stamped self addressed envelope. 
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These three respondents include major facilitators in a school’s mediation 
program. As a source of data on the student community at large, faculty and staff may 
be in the best position to assess the "big picture"(McCrary, 1992). Faculty and staff are 
a vital link in the assessment of a school mediation program because faculty witness 
student interactions as they occur. Each of the school’s three respondents could 
potentially provide a different perspective about the program. Three respondents were 
chosen from each school in order to provide varied viewpoints about the peer mediation 
program and its success. The mediation coordinator alone was asked to provide a 
brochure or document that listed the objectives of the peer mediation program. If 
formally stated objectives did not exist, then the coordinator was asked to list the 
objectives of the program. The objectives were returned in a stamped, self addressed 
envelope. 
Instrumentation 
The Peer Mediation Status Questionnaire was created and used to elicit 
responses to the three research questions. The questionnaire consisted of open-ended 
questions to provide respondents freedom to answer in their own words and as 
appropriately as possible. The questionnaire also guaranteed confidentiality and was 
self-administered. Each school and respondent was assigned a reference number so that 
anonymity would be maintained. Follow-up telephone calls were necessary to clarify 
some responses and remind non-respondents to complete the questionnaire. Before 
mailing the questionnaire, the researcher field tested the instrument and procedures for 
administering the questionnaire with educators who work for Franklin Mediation 
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Services. This provided an opportunity to perfect questions and ensure that what was 
asked was likely to be understood by the respondents. The field test was added to 
establish face validity. A meeting with educators from Franklin Mediation Services 
was held at the office of the National Coalition for Equality in Learning at the 
University of Massachusetts to discuss the substance of the questionnaire and 
procedures for administering the instrument. Franklin Mediation Services is a non¬ 
profit organization that provides mediation training to schools and communities. A 
copy of the Peer Mediation Status Questionnaire is included in Appendix D. 
Specific Design 
The approaches used to answer each research question are now explained. Each 
question is stated along with any subquestions, and the specific steps taken to answer 
each questions are detailed. 
Research Questions 
Research question 1 has two subquestions. The subquestions were developed to 
gain an insight into the extent of the mediation program’s success and discover possible 
connections between reported objectives and perceived success of the mediation 
program. The responses to the subquestions were to also establish the basis of each 
respondent’s perceptions about the program’s evidence of success which is asked in the 
second research question. 
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Research Question 1 
What are the objectives of school based peer mediation programs? To obtain the 
data, nine steps were involved: 
Step 1. The researcher mailed the Peer Mediation Status Questionnaire to all the 
participants but only the mediation coordinator was instructed to provide the program’s 
objectives. The coordinator was the individual most knowledgeable about the 
program’s objectives. 
Step 2. The researcher instructed the coordinator to return a brochure or 
document that listed the objectives of the peer mediation program in a stamped, self 
addressed envelope. 
Step 3. If stated objectives did not exist, the coordinator was asked to list the 
objectives and return the list. A stamped, self-addressed envelope was provided. 
Step 4. Upon receipt of the objectives, the researcher prepared a list of the 
objectives of peer mediation programs from the schools in the study. 
Step 5. The objectives were grouped according to the most frequently reported 
objective to the least frequently reported objective. 
Step 6. The data showed the number of schools that had objectives and the 
substance of their objectives. 
Step 7. For those programs that had no formal objectives, it was simply noted 
and the number of schools that did not have formal objectives was recorded. 
Step 8. The substance of the peer mediation objectives was analyzed. 
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Step 9. Patterns and objectives were identified and percentages were used to 
determine the intensity of certain objectives that were anchored across mediation 
programs included in this study. 
Subquestions 
In order to clarify the interpretations of research question 1, two subquestions 
were created. The following subquestions were intended to determine the extent of 
success for each school’s peer mediation program and to demonstrate the similarities 
and differences of successful and unsuccessful program objectives. 
Subquestion 1. To what extent is the peer mediation program perceived to be 
successful? To obtain the data to subquestion 1, ten steps were involved. 
Step 1. The Peer Mediation Status Questionnaire was provided to each 
participant. Subquestion 1 is included in the questionnaire. 
Step 2. Each participant was instructed to respond to subquestion 1 by 
underlining one of four choices on a four-point scale that most closely reflected the 
respondent’s perception of the success of the program. See Appendix D for a draft of 
the PMSQ which provided the procedures for responding to subquestion A. 
Step 3. The respondents returned the data to the researcher in a stamped, self- 
addressed envelope. 
Step 4. Upon receipt of the data, the researcher totaled the number of 
responses for each category on a four-point scale. A total number was reported for the 
number of responses of (a) highly successful, (b) successful, (c) unsuccessful and (d) 
highly unsuccessful. 
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Step 5. Two main categories were created to distinquish between the 
successful and unsuccessful schools. The first category represented schools perceived 
as successful. This category includes the first two choices in the four-point scale - 
choice (a) highly successful and choice (b) successful. The second category represents 
schools perceived as unsuccessful. This category included the third and fourth choices 
in the four-point scale - choice (c) unsuccessful and choice (d) highly unsuccessful. 
Step 6. Each program’s rating was represented by three respondents. 
Principal, coordinator, and counselor each responded to this question separately. Each 
response corresponded to a four-point scale. Response (a) highly successful was 
assigned +2; response (b) successful was assigned +1; response (c) unsuccessful was 
assigned -1; and response (d) highly unsuccessful was assigned -2. 
Step 7. A rating for each school’s program was determined by averaging the 
scores of the three respondents. The average represents that particular program’s rating 
according to the scale. 
Step 8. After determining each school’s program rating, the total number of 
school programs in each category was calculated by separately adding the numbers into 
each category. 
Step 9. Total numbers for each of the three categories of respondents for each 
of the four choices was determined by adding the number of respondents for each 
choice. The total number of principals who viewed the program as (a) highly 
successful, (b) successful, (c) unsuccessful or (d) highly unsuccessful were added. The 
same procedure was followed to determine the total number of coordinators and 
counselors for each of the four choices. 
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Step 10. The average rating of peer mediation programs by each respondent 
group was determined by averaging the ratings given by all respondents in that group. 
The ratings of all principals was averaged to determine that group’s general rating for 
all programs in the study. The same process was conducted to determine the average 
rating of the peer mediation programs by the coordinators and the counselors. 
Subquestion 2. What are the similarities and differences of peer mediation 
objectives for programs reported as successful and unsuccessful? To obtain the data to 
subquestion 2, five steps were involved. 
Step 1. The researcher analyzed participants’ responses to subquestion 2 to 
determine the objectives for programs reported as successful and unsuccessful. 
Step 2. The researcher divided the list of objectives from all repondents into 
two categories. The first category includes the objectives in programs reported as 
successful. The second category includes the objectives in programs reported as 
unsuccessful. 
Step 3. A list of the common objectives across programs perceived as 
successful was generated. A list of the common objectives across programs perceived 
as unsuccessful was also generated. The objectives common to each category are found 
in Table 1. 
Step 4. Any pattern of similar objectives in the succesful schools was noted. 
Any pattern of similar objectives in the unsuccessful schools was also noted. The 
absence of similarities in either category was also noted. 
Step 5. Any pattern of similarities and differences across successful and 
unsuccessful programs was identified. 
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Research Question 2 
What is the evidence reported that peer mediation programs are successful or 
unsuccessful? Research Question 2 was included in the Peer Mediation Status 
Questionnaire (Appendix D) sent to the principal, program coordinator and counselor 
familiar with the school’s peer mediation program. The research question asked for 
evidence that supported each respondent’s perception about the extent of the program’s 
success or lack of success. Research question 2 was open-ended to provide respondents 
as much latitude as possible in furnishing their interpretation of evidence of success. It 
was projected that the reported data would be anecdotal or statistical, personal 
perceptions or general reputation of the program. Respondents were also asked to 
provide concrete, verifiable examples of evidence that clearly supported their answer. 
To obtain the data, seven steps were involved: 
Step 1. The researcher sent the Peer Mediation Status Questionnaire to each 
participant in the study. Respondents were asked to answer this question and return the 
statements of evidence a stamped, self addressed envelope. 
Step 2. If a respondent did not return the evidence, the researcher telephoned 
to remind the participant to send the statement of evidence in the stamped, self 
addressed envelope. 
Step 3. Upon receipt of the examples of evidence, the researcher separated 
each program’s evidence for that program’s three respondents. 
Step 4. The researcher created two categories for examples of evidence. The 
first category included the examples of evidence that helped the success of mediation. 
The second category included the examples of evidence that hindered mediation. 
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Step 5. Evidence that helped mediation was divided between successful 
schools and unsuccessful schools. Evidence that hindered mediation was also divided 
between successful and unsuccessful schools 
Step 6. Examples of evidence were identified as programmatic, social, or 
institutional. Evidence was listed under these headings in Tables 5-12. 
Step 7. Any evidence that was unclear required a follow up telephone 
interview. The telephone consent form comprises Appendix H. 
Research Question 3 
What are the conditions that are perceived to contribute to the success or lack of 
success of peer mediation programs? Respondents listed school conditions that they 
believed contributed to the success or failure of the peer mediation program. Three 
categories served to organize the data as reported by the respondents. The categories of 
possible conditions were programmatic, social and institutional. To obtain the data to 
research question 3, eight steps were involved: 
Step 1. Each participant was asked to respond to the questionnaire and to 
complete it and return it in the stamped, self-addressed envelope. 
Step 2. Any participants who did not respond received a telephone call to 
remind them to return the data in the stamped, self-addressed envelope. 
Step 3. Upon receipt of the questionnaire responses, the researcher separated 
the data into two main categories; successful schools and unsuccessful schools. 
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Step 4. Each program’s category (either successful or unsuccessful) had been 
determined following analysis of its three participants’ responses to subquestion 1 
(perception of the program as successful or unsuccessful). 
Step 5. For each category, the researcher identified the responses as 
programmatic, social or institutional. Programmatic, social, and institutional conditions 
were identified within Tables 13-21. 
Step 6. Common conditions in each subdivision for each program were 
identified, and the frequency of common conditions in each program within each 
category was noted. 
Step 7. Similarities and patterns from the three respondents within each 
school program were identified. 
Step 8. Similarities and patterns within successful and unsuccessful schools 
were also identified. 
Summary 
The design had been divided into two major sections. General aspects of the 
design were described and detailed steps for answering each research question was 
explained. This chapter describes the procedures used to select the 44 school-based 
peer mediation programs in Massachusetts and the process of determining the 
respondents for the Peer Mediation Status Questionnaire. The instrumentation’s design 
and purpose are described, and the specific steps necessary to answer each of the 
research questions and subquestions are outlined. Finally, the chapter describes the 
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process for collecting data from the 132 respondents representing the 44 school-based 
peer mediation programs. 
The next chapter presents the analysis of data obtained from the research 
instrument designed for the study, and reports the findings which answer each of the 
research questions and subquestions. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 
This chapter describes the analysis and findings of data about peer mediation 
programs in 44 public secondary schools in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The 
data include the perceptions of three respondents from each school; the principal, peer 
mediation program coordinator, and guidance counselor. The Peer Mediation Status 
Questionnaire was used to collect data from each of the schools’ respondents. The 
respondents shared their perceptions about the evidence and conditions of successful or 
unsuccessful peer mediation programs in their schools. In addition, each school’s peer 
mediation program coordinator was invited to present a formal document outlining the 
school’s peer mediation program’s objectives. If a formal list of program objectives 
could not be submitted, the program coordinators were asked to list the program 
objectives in their questionnaire. Each research question is stated and the analysis and 
findings are presented. 
Research Question 1. What are the Objectives of School-Based Peer 
Mediation Programs? 
To answer this research question it was necessary to create two subquestions to 
guide the analysis and findings. Subquestion 1 asked respondents about the extent of 
program success. Programs were then identified as either successful schools or 
unsuccessful schools. Subquestion 2 inquired about the similarities and differences of 
program objectives from the successful and unsuccessful schools. Each subquestion is 
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considered separately. To arrive at an answer to Research Question 1, responses from 
the coordinators of peer mediation programs at 44 public secondary schools in 
Massachusetts were compiled. Research question 1 produced 42 different objectives 
from 44 coordinators. Two types of data were generated by the questionnaire: objectives 
from successful programs and objectives from unsuccessful programs. The findings 
reported here are the data collected with the Peer Mediation Status Questionnaire 
(PMSQ) which represent all the school programs in the study. The findings are 
presented here in five separate parts. First, there is a discussion of the absence of formal 
documents listing program objectives. Secondly, the meaning of program objectives is 
clarified. Third, the five most frequently reported objectives are considered. Fourth, the 
remaining objectives are reviewed and finally, the two subquestions are answered. 
Absence of Formal Document 
Each program coordinator was asked to submit a formal document listing the 
objectives that had been adopted to guide the school’s peer mediation program. The 
coordinators were regarded as the most reliable source for this information since they 
generally implement and oversee the mediation program in their respective schools, and 
they should have a thorough understanding of the program’s goals and objectives. The 
other two respondents to the questionnaire — the school’s principal and a counselor — 
were not asked to comment about the program’s objectives. Before examining the 
objectives, it is important to address the absence of formal documents from the 
coordinators. No coordinator offered a formal document listing the objectives of its 
peer mediation program. The absence of this document raised a concern about the 
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reliability of the program’s evidence of success (or lack of success) as reported by each 
respondent in response to Research Question 3. The achievement of the acknowledged 
list of objectives, or the degree to which those objectives was achieved, was expected to 
be an indicator of each individual program’s extent of success. As a result, and since no 
school provided such a list, the determination of a program’s extent of success rested on 
the perceptions of the three respondents who may have considered different objectives 
when reporting the success of their school’s program. The omission of a program’s 
formal list of objectives might also indicate some confusion within the school 
community about the program’s objectives. The absence of this document might further 
jeopardize the perception of the program’s success by the larger community. One 
method of demonstrating program success is by reporting the degree to which the 
objectives have been achieved. Therefore, success is recognized by the evidence 
collected to demonstrate the achievement of the objectives. The absence of a formal list 
of objectives would restrict the reporting of evidence, and the program itself might be 
viewed as unsuccessful because it lacked any demonstrable evidence to support its 
claim of success. 
On the other hand, the missing formal documents from these schools might not 
have demonstrated these concerns. The program objectives might have been both 
public and coordinated. For example, the student handbook and teacher manual in 
many schools include a description of their mediation programs, thereby placing this 
information in the hands of every member of the school community. No school, 
however, offered this or any other explanation to account for the missing document. 
The impact from the absence of a formal list of objectives can be highly speculative, 
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particularly in regard to the origin and general awareness of peer mediation objectives 
within the school community. The missing formal document suggests a number of 
hypotheses. One possibility is that individual schools might not have a permanent, 
promulgated list of program objectives, but that the objectives are generally understood 
by the school community. On the other hand, the absence of such a list might also 
indicate a school-wide lack of agreement about the program’s objectives. The missing 
list might also reveal an institutional or program shortcoming that affects the wider 
school community since the program’s objectives may be unclear or misunderstood. 
A formal list of objectives should, in some way, be measurable. The absence of 
the formal document might have indicated a program flaw or a failure in the school’s 
ability to chronicle the achievement of its program’s objectives as well as to chart the 
progress of the program’s success. This lack of a document also suggests that the 
objectives might have been subjectively decided by the coordinators alone, and 
therefore demonstrated no consensus among school personnel. As a result of this 
situation, objectives might change every new school year and with each new 
coordinator. This apparent subjectivity and confusion about objectives may have also 
negatively affected the ability of the school’s two other respondents to provide accurate 
data, particularly evidence, for this study. 
The coordinators’ statements of objectives were occasionally unclear and had to 
be amended without altering the original intent of the statement. Some minor editing of 
the grammar, spelling, and syntax was conducted, without violating the original 
meaning of the objectives. Clarification of the meaning of objectives was provided in 
the text of the study and in Appendix C. The objectives presented by the program 
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coordinators in the PMSQ might have represented only the perceptions of the individual 
coordinators. It was often unclear from the responses to the questionnaire what criteria 
the coordinators used in evaluating success in their respective programs. It appeared 
that the coordinators might have listed what they alone perceived to be the program’s 
objectives, whether or not officially adopted by the school. It was impossible to 
determine if these reported objectives were determined after consultation with other 
school personnel, such as the school’s principal or counselor. If the measure of success 
of a peer mediation program was determined by the achievement of its objectives, and if 
those objectives were not formally understood or stated to the school community, then it 
might have been impossible for the three respondents to correctly ascertain, measure, 
and concur about the program’s success. Nonetheless, the objectives provided by the 
coordinators in the PMSQ represented the study’s sole source of information about each 
program’s expectations. 
Objectives From Coordinators 
In lieu of a formal document, coordinators returned an informal listing of the 
peer mediation objectives from their respective schools in the PMSQ. Forty-two total 
objectives were reported by the coordinators. The 14 most frequently reported 
objectives from all programs are listed in descending order in Table 1, and across from 
each objective is the percentage of all the 44 programs that reported it. These 14 
objectives were selected because they represented the most frequently reported 
objectives from at least nine percent of the coordinators. The list of the 14 most 
frequently reported objectives has been divided into three levels to show the degree of 
59 
intensity of each of the objectives. The first level represents the five most frequently 
stated objectives which were reported by at least 40% of the coordinators. The second 
level reflects the number of objectives reported by 20%- 39% of the coordinators and 
the third level lists the objectives that were listed by 9%-19% of the program 
coordinators. Only 14 of the total 42 objectives qualified for placement in these levels, 
and remarkably, only one objective, peaceful resolution of conflict, was reported by a 
majority (75%) of the successful and unsuccessful schools. Thirty-three out of 44 
schools listed this objective, which included 30 of 40 successful and 3 of 4 unsuccessful 
school programs. The second most frequently reported objective, (to) learn alternative 
ways of dealing with conflict, was listed by 48% of the coordinators. 
Five Most Frequently Reported Objectives 
The five most frequently reported objectives are presented below with a brief 
explanation of each. These accompanying explanations assisted the researcher in 
differentiating and ultimately determining which objectives from the original list of 42 
were the most frequently reported. The remaining 37 objectives comprise Appendix C. 
The five objectives are explained below to clarify their differences and to point out their 
individual nuances. 
1. Peaceful resolution of conflict. Students in conflict can solve problems without 
resorting to violence - peaceful resolution of conflicts. Students will use the 
peer mediation program, rather than resorting to confrontation, to resolve 
conflict with others. 
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2. Students will learn alternative methods of dealing with conflict. Students will 
turn to mediation to talk out problems with fellow disputants, seeking out a 
neutral third party to intervene. 
3. Mediations will contribute to improving classroom and school climate and 
reduce violence. Resolution of conflict will prevent their transfer into the 
classroom or hallways or lunch rooms of the school. 
4. School fights and arguments will be reduced before they become serious. 
Disputants will understand the value of replacing confrontation with peer 
mediation before the problem escalates into violence. 
5. Students will learn how to talk out their problems. Student talk replaces student 
confrontation when conflict arises. Students will seek out other students to help 
them settle conflict. 
Focus Groups 
The original 42 objectives were directed at four specific groups. The groups are 
the student body as a whole (23 objectives); student mediators (14 objectives); faculty 
and administrators (4 objectives); and the community at large (1 objective). The five 
most frequently stated objectives (level one), were directed at only two groups, the 
student body (objectives 1,2,5) and the faculty/administrators (objectives 3,4). Three of 




Percentage and Numbers of Coordinators Claiming Certain Mediation Program 
Objectives 
Objective % of School Coordinators 
(N=44) 
Level 1 
1 .Peaceful resolution of conflict 75.0 (33) 
2.Leam alternative way of dealing with violence 47.7 (21) 
3.Improve climate in classroom/school 45.5 (20) 
4.Reduce number of fights and arguments before serious 43.2(19) 
5.Teach students to talk out problems 40.9(18) 
Level 2 
6.Lifetime mediation skills 27.3 (12) 
7.Develop cooperation in solving problems 25.0(11) 
8.Experience in peacemaking for all students 22.7(10) 
9.Help kids learn to help other kids solve problems 20.5 (9) 
Level 3 
10.System-wide mediation training for all students 13.6 (6) 
11 .Stop suspensions 11.4 (5) 
12.0pen channels of communication 9.1 (4) 
13.Reduce prejudice 9.1 (4) 
14.Teach skills to mediators 9.1 (4) 
(objective 6) was directed at the mediators. Three of the five other objectives 
(objectives 10,12,13) in the third level were geared toward the student body. The third 
level also included one (objective 11) focused on the faculty and administration and one 
(objective 14) directed at the mediators. 
In analyzing the 42 objectives it appeared that some of them were similar. For 
example, from a total of 44 schools, 33 programs (75%) indicated that students in 
conflict can solve problems without resorting to violence as an objective. Twenty-one 
schools (48%) stated that students will learn alternative ways to deal with conflict as an 
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objective. These two objectives appeared to be alike because peaceful resolution of 
conflict is certainly an alternative way of dealing with conflict; however, 17 of the 33 
programs that reported objective peaceful resolution of conflict, also reported alternative 
way of dealing with conflict, indicating that perhaps the 17 coordinators had something 
different in mind when they listed the two items as separate objectives. The 
aforementioned explanations offer the distinctions between the two objectives. These 
objectives were the only two where differences of meaning were blurred. The 
remaining objectives seemed to be discrete and unconnected to one another. Twenty 
coordinators (46%) indicated that mediation would contribute to improving classroom 
and school climate and reduce violence. Twenty school coordinators (46%) specified 
that school fights and arguments would be reduced before they become serious. 
Eighteen programs (41%) presented students learning how to talk out problems as an 
objective. 
Secondary Objectives 
The numbers are far less significant beyond this point. Mediators will gain 
lifetime skills in mediating problems was listed by 12 coordinators (27%). Eleven 
coordinators (25%) indicated that mediation will develop cooperation in solving 
problems. Students will have opportunities to learn about dealing with conflict in a 
positive way was listed by 10 coordinators (23%). Students will help other students 
learn how to resolve conflict was listed by 9 coordinators (21%). Students will be 
provided a system wide training in mediation, was indicated by six coordinators (14%). 
Five coordinators (11%) listed reduction or cessation of school suspensions as an 
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objective, and two other objectives — a reduction in school wide prejudice and 
mediators will learn skills in peacemaking — were listed by 4 coordinators (9%). This 
information is presented in Table 1 where the frequency of reported objectives was 
presented as numbers and as percentages. Four other objectives — open communication 
will be established between groups of students; students and teachers will be provided a 
referral process (for resolving conflicts); mediators will be taught negotiation skills; and 
mediation training will be provided for as many students as want it— were collected 
from three coordinators. Two or fewer coordinators reported each of the remaining 24 
objectives. To assist in interpreting the objectives two subquestions were created. The 
first subquestion asks about the extent of program success and the second subquestion 
inquires about the similarities and differences of objectives reported by successful and 
unsuccessful schools. 
Subquestion 1. To What Extent is the Peer Mediation Program Successful? 
To answer this subquestion three respondents from each school were asked to 
rate their peer mediation program’s success. An administrator/principal, the peer 
mediation program coordinator, and a guidance counselor were considered to be reliable 
reporters of the program’s success. These respondents were chosen because they are the 
most qualified and knowledgeable observers of a school’s peer mediation program. 
They were also better able to comment about the degree of program effectiveness 
because their respective roles in the school place them in contact with student mediators 
and disputants. It was determined that their responses about the evidence of success 
could demonstrate whether the objectives were achieved. 
64 
Designation Procedure 
Each respondent was asked to circle one of four choices in response to this 
question in the PMSQ. The choices were; (a.) highly successful; (b.) successful; (c.) 
unsuccessful; and (d.) highly unsuccessful. Averaging the ratings from the three 
respondents from each school in the study determined the final designation of that 
program to be one of the following - highly successful, successful, unsuccessful or 
highly unsuccessful. These four Likerts scale designations identified the program’s 
level of success. Highly successful programs received +2. Successful programs were 
+1; unsuccessful programs were labeled -1 and highly unsuccessful programs were 
designated as -2. Averaging the three respondents’ scores determined the peer 
mediation program’s rating. Of the 44 [100%] programs, 14 (31.8%) of the programs 
were rated as highly successful (+2), 26 (59.1%) programs were judged by their three 
respondents as successful (+1), four (9.1%) programs were evaluated as unsuccessful (- 
1), and no program was rated as highly unsuccessful (-2). Actually, no program 
received the designation of highly successful (+2), nor highly unsuccessful (-2) from all 
three respondents of that school. Ninety-one percent of the programs (40) were 
perceived to be successful and 9% of the programs (4) were perceived as unsuccessful. 
Table 2 shows the ratings from each school’s three respondents and includes the results 
from each of the schools in this study. This table also demonstrates how the designation 
of a program as successful or unsuccessful was determined. 
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Table 2 
Ratings of Success of Mediation Programs 
(U=unsuccessful, S=successful, HS=highly successful) 
Ratings of Success and Unsuccess 
School Overall Rating Coordinator Principal Counselor 
Amherst High Successful U S S 
Amherst Junior 
High 
Successful S HS S 
Athol High Successful S HS HS 
Blue Hills Vo- 
Tech 
Successful HS S S 
Brookline High Successful S HS HS 
Brown Middle Successful HS HS S 
Chicopee Comp 
High 
Successful HS S HS 
Chicopee High Successful HS S S 
Commerce High Successful HS S S 
Concord Carlisle 
High 
Successful S S S 
Dartmouth High Successful HS HS HS 
Drury High Successful HS HS S 
Durfee High Successful HS HS HS 
Framingham High Successful HS HS HS 
Kiley High Successful S HS HS 
Leominster High Successful S S S 
Lincoln-Sudbury 
High 
Successful S s S 
Lunenberg High Unsuccessful u u U 
Mahar High Successful s s S 
Marshfield High Successful s s S 
Middleboro High Successful s s S 
Mohawk Trail 
High 
Successful HS HS S 
Necassus Middle Successful s S S 
North High Successful HS S HS 
Continued, next page. 
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Table 2, continued: 
Ratings of Success and Unsuccess 
School Overall Rating Coordinator Principal Counselor 
Northampton 
High 
Unsuccessful U U U 
Norwood High Successful HS HS HS 
Peck Middle Successful HS HS HS 
Pittsfield High Successful S HS S 
Putnam Voc-Tech 
High Successful HS S S 
Quincy High Successful S HS s 
South High Successful HS S s 
Southbridge High Successful HS HS s 
Southeastern 
Vocational High Successful S S s 
Stoneham High Successful S S s 
Sullivan Middle Unsuccessful U U s 
Taconic High Successful s HS s 
Wakefield High Successful u s HS 
Walsh Middle Successful s s s 
Watertown High Successful s HS s 
Wells Junior High Successful HS s u 
Weymouth High Successful S s s 
White Brook 
Middle Unsuccessful u u u 
Wilmington High Successful s s s 
Woburn High Successful s s s 
Subquestion 2. What are the Similarities and Differences of Peer Mediation 
Objectives for Programs Reported as Successful and Unsuccessful? 
To obtain answers to this subquestion, data from the PMSQ were analyzed. 
Categorization as a successful or unsuccessful program was self-reported by the 
respondents in answer to subquestion 1. The coordinators listed the objectives of their 
respective school peer mediation programs in the PMSQ and the objectives of the 
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combined successful and unsuccessful programs are found in Table 1. Only those 
objectives reported by at least 40% of the coordinators were analyzed. Successful 
schools reported five objectives reported by 43% or more of their coordinators and the 
unsuccessful schools listed six objectives reported by 50% or more of their 
coordinators. There were some similarities and some differences among the objectives 
provided by these schools. In order to demonstrate these similarities and differences it 
was necessary to present the objectives of the coordinators of successful schools and 
unsuccessful schools in two separate tables. The percentage and numbers of successful 
school coordinators who claimed certain mediation program objectives is listed in Table 
3. The percentage and numbers of unsuccessful school coordinators who claimed 
certain mediation program objectives is provided in Table 4. The objectives found in 
Tables 3 and 4 reflect some similarities and some differences between the successful 
and unsuccessful schools. 
Similarities and Differences of Objectives 
The analysis of the similarities and differences among the objectives is divided 
into four segments. First, an explanation of the objectives of the successful schools is 
presented and comparisons with the unsuccessful schools are provided. Secondly, the 
objectives of the unsuccessful schools are examined and comparisons with the 
successful schools are given. An explanation of the different objectives of the 
unsuccessful school is then presented. And finally, general comments about the 





Top Five Objectives and Corresponding Percentages and Numbers of Successful 












Peaceful resolution of conflict 75.0 (30) 75.0 (3) 
Learn alternative way of dealing with violence 47.7(19) 50.0 (2) 
Improve climate in classroom/school 45.0(18) 50.0 (2) 
Reduce number of fights and arguments before 
serious 45.0(18) 25.0(1) 
Teach students to talk out problems 42.5(17) 25.0(1) 
Table 4 
Top Five Objectives and Corresponding Percentages and Numbers of Unsuccessful 












Peaceful resolution of conflict 75.0 (3) 75.0 (30) 
Experience in peacemaking for all students 75.0 (3) 17.5 (07) 
Learn alternative way of dealing with violence 50.0 (2) 47.5 (19) 
Improve climate in classroom/school 50.0 (2) 45.0(18) 
Lifetime mediation skills 50.0 (2) 25.0(10) 
System-wide mediation training for all students 50.0 (2) 10.0 (04) 
Successful Schools 
The first objective, peaceful resolution of conflict, reflected a clear majority 
from the coordinators of the successful schools. Thirty coordinators listed this objective 
in the PMSQ. Peaceful resolution of conflict is at the heart of peer mediation, and it is 
understandable that this objective heads the list from both successful and unsuccessful 
programs. What is difficult to explain is that no other objective was reported by a 
majority of the coordinators in successful schools. The 40 successful programs had 
only one of 42 objectives in common. Only five of the 42 objectives were listed by 
43% of the coordinators of the successful schools. Of the remaining four main 
objectives, 19 successful school coordinators (48%) listed (to) learn alternative ways of 
dealing with violence. Two objectives were reported by 45% of the successful school 
coordinators; one other objective was listed by 43% of these same respondents. The 
four previously mentioned objectives from successful schools were directed toward the 
student body. One objective, improve climate in the classroom and school, was directed 
toward the student body, administrators, and faculty. Beyond that, nothing about the 
objectives from successful school programs could be claimed as significant. 
Unsuccessful Schools 
Unsuccessful school coordinators concurred with successful school coordinators 
with regard to peaceful resolution of conflict. Seventy-five percent of both successful 
and unsuccessful schools listed this objective (see Table 3). Forty-eight percent of 
successful school coordinators and 50% of unsuccessful school coordinators listed (to) 
learn alternative ways of dealing with conflict. Reducing fights and arguments before 
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they become serious was listed by more successful school coordinators (45%) than 
unsuccessful school coordinators (25%). A similar situation was true of (to) teach 
students to talk out problems which was presented by 43% of successful and only 25% 
of unsuccessful schools. Clearly, there was as much variety of objectives between the 
40 successful and four unsuccessful schools as there was among the 40 successful 
schools alone. 
Unsuccessful schools presented data that were very unstable due to the small 
size. Any generalizations about these programs is merely speculative. Two objectives, 
peaceful resolution of conflict and experience in peacemaking for all students, were 
reported by three-quarters (75%) of the unsuccessful schools’ coordinators (see Table 
4). Four other objectives were listed by half (50%) of the unsuccessful school 
coordinators. The other objectives reported by less than 50% of the unsuccessful 
schools coordinators are listed in Appendix C. Four of these objectives are directed 
toward the entire student body; one is directed at the mediators; one is directed at the 
entire school community including students, administration and faculty. 
Comparison of Successful and Unsuccessful Schools’ Objectives 
In comparing the two categories of schools, certain points are important to note. 
Once again, peaceful resolution of conflict was reported by 75% of the coordinators of 
both categories of schools. One significant difference is that unsuccessful schools 
coordinators presented three objectives that were not found among the top five 
objectives listed by the successful schools coordinators. Experience in peacemaking for 
all students, lifetime mediation skills, and system-wide mediation training for all 
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students were not listed by many of successful schools coordinators, and none of these 
objectives was included among the five main objectives listed in Table 1. Experience in 
peacemaking for all students, where all students in the school community experience 
some exposure, training, or success in peacemaking (with or without mediation 
experience), was listed by 18% of the successful schools and by 75% of the 
unsuccessful schools. Lifetime mediation skills, where student mediators learn from 
their school experiences with mediation and use these skills throughout their lives, was 
presented by 25% of the successful schools and by 50% of the unsuccessful schools 
coordinators. Ten percent of the successful schools listed system-wide mediation 
training for all students, which meant that all students in the school will receive training 
in peer mediation. This objective was provided by 50% of the unsuccessful schools 
coordinators. To repeat, the numbers of the unsuccessful schools are small, and any 
generalizing about the results or significance would be merely speculative. 
In analyzing the differences in percentages for certain objectives reported by the 
successful and unsuccessful schools, such as in objective 2 (successful schools’s 17.5% 
to unsuccessful schools’s 75%), the disagreement may have been related to the scope of 
this particular objective. This objective, to provide all students with experience in 
peacemaking, would be very difficult to monitor, to measure, and certainly to achieve. 
The meaning of "experience" might vary widely from school to school. The 
unsuccessful programs might have had difficulty measuring the achievement of this 
objective, and considered this difficulty when they calculated it as a factor contributing 
to their respective programs’ lack of success. Fifty percent of the unsuccessful schools’ 
coordinators viewed lifetime mediation skills more highly than the successful schools’ 
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coordinators (25%). The attainment of this objective would also be difficult, if not 
impossible, to gauge. How would this objective be measured? When would the 
evaluation be conducted? No school program would be classified as successful until all 
students had attained lifetime mediation skills. The achievement of some of the 
objectives presented by the unsuccessful schools’ coordinators was just not feasible. 
Again, it is important to point out that the numbers from the unsuccessful schools are 
very small and any conclusions drawn from the numbers are merely speculative. 
Analysis of these objectives from the unsuccessful schools reveals that certain 
elements in the objectives may show why these programs were judged unsuccessful. 
One possible problem was that some of them focused on the entire student body. Some 
of the objectives appear to be unrealistic for a school-based peer mediation program, 
and the achievement of these objectives would be difficult to accurately compile and 
subsequently analyze. These objectives also sought changes in the entire student body 
or in school classrooms, and according to the literature, they did not reflect the typical 
venue of a mediation program. 
One observation or conclusion about the objectives of the unsuccessful programs 
was that some of them were more "global" in scope. They were focused on some 
change in the student body as a whole. Expectations were too high and were unrealistic. 
The objectives of the unsuccessful schools, however, were not markedly different from 
those expressed by the successful schools. Why then, did unsuccessful schools not 
experience similar levels of success? The answer was found in the evidence and 
conditions that they perceived to be present in their respective programs. The listing of 
the objectives did not reveal the success or lack of success of a particular program. In 
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fact, there was little difference when the objectives of the successful schools and 
unsuccessful schools were compared. 
The key elements that explain the differences in the rates of success are the 
evidence and conditions that each program presented to support its claim of success or 
lack of success. As stated at the outset of this research, every school setting was 
different, and the conditions that influenced the peer mediation program varied from 
school to school. In fact, every school program had to be examined on its own merits. 
The data from the research questions posed to the respondents were examined and each 
of the questions about evidence and conditions was discussed using the information 
from the respondents. 
Summary of Question 1 
Research Question 1 was concerned with the perceptions of the peer mediation 
coordinators regarding the objectives of both successful and unsuccessful programs. 
The analysis of the responses to the PMSQ indicated very little consensus among 
coordinator perceptions. A number of important observations can be stated. First, in 
examining all programs in the study, only one objective, peaceful resolution of conflict, 
was reported by at least 75% of the coordinators. This one objective provided the only 
significant agreement among the objectives of the 44 programs. No other objective was 
listed by a majority of the coordinators. Two objectives, (to) learn alternative ways of 
dealing with violence and (to) improve climate in the classroom or school were reported 
by fewer than 50% of the coordinators. These three statements represented the most 
frequently reported objectives among the coordinators from all 44 programs. Secondly, 
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the absence of agreement among program coordinators is a very significant finding. 
The lack of similarity of objectives indicates that each mediation program is unique and 
that a profile of a typical mediation program does not exist. Third, the absence of 
formal documents listing program objectives raises the issues of clarity, organization, 
evaluation, perceptions and the extent of success. 
Subquestion 1 asked each school’s three respondents to indicate the extent of the 
peer mediation program’s success by circling one of four choices on a Likert scale. The 
choices ranged from highly successful to highly unsuccessful. It was necessary to 
collect these data from the respondents in order to distinguish the successful from the 
unsuccessful programs. This information was the basis upon which the evidence and 
conditions of success will be analyzed. The three choices from each school were 
averaged and it was determined that 36 schools had successful programs and 4 schools 
had unsuccessful programs. Four schools were rated to be highly successful. No school 
was rated highly unsuccessful by any respondent. The respondents from the successful 
schools indicated a fair degree of variety in their choices, but the three respondents from 
each of the four unsuccessful schools w-ere unanimous in their rating. 
There were similarities and differences among the successful and unsuccessful 
schools about program objectives for those objectives reported by 40% or more of the 
coordinators. The first objective (peaceful resolution of conflict) w'as reported by a 
substantial majority of the 44 coordinators. Seventy-five percent (33 out of 44 
coordinators) [Tables 1,2,3] of both the successful and unsuccessful schools catalogued 
it. This objective, however, was the only one reported by a majority of the 44 program 
coordinators. In the successful schools, only one objective (peaceful resolution of 
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conflict) was reported by 75% of the coordinators. Three other objectives were close to 
50%, but consensus among successful school coordinators did not exist. In 
unsuccessful schools, two objectives, peaceful resolution of conflict and experience in 
peacemaking for all students, were listed by 75% of the coordinators; however, this is 
represented by only three of four unsuccessful school programs. Four objectives were 
reported by 50% (2/4) and four others were reported by at least by 25% (1/4). It is 
important to note the small number of unsuccessful programs. Any generalizations or 
projections, therefore, were very unstable and merely speculative. 
School-based mediation programs created their own objectives with the 
expectation that the peer mediation students and programs would achieve them. In 
order to gauge the success of a program, it was necessary to learn whether and to what 
extent the program’s objectives were achieved. When the evidence of success was 
examined in light of the program objectives, then a determination of a program’s 
success is possible. No two school programs provided identical objectives in this study. 
It appeared that each school defined its own description of success based on the special 
circumstances, concerns, and expectations that surrounded its mediation program and 
school community. 
Research Question 2. What is the Evidence that Peer Mediation Programs are 
Successful or Unsuccessful? 
To obtain answers to this question, data from the PMSQ were analyzed. 
Respondents provided evidence that supported their independent assessment of the 
success of their school’s peer mediation program. There were two parts to this question. 
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The first part of the question asked the respondents to present evidence that helped the 
programs’ success. Evidence of success reported from combined schools is discussed 
first. Evidence from the successful schools and from the unsuccessful schools is 
considered next. Three categories of evidence -- programmatic, institutional or social — 
emerged during analysis and each example of evidence is discussed in light of its 
category. Evidence reported by the three respondent groups is also reviewed. Evidence 
that demonstrated the success of the mediation program was identified in the tables as 
evidence that helped mediation programs. 
The second part of the question asked respondents to provide evidence that 
hindered the programs’ success. Evidence from the combined schools is discussed 
first, and then evidence from successful schools and unsuccessful schools is analyzed. 
Finally, the positions of the three respondent groups is considered. Evidence that 
demonstrated the lack of success was identified in the tables as evidence that hindered 
mediation programs. Most of the successful schools listed examples of success only. 
Generally the unsuccessful schools provided evidence of a lack of success only, but 
some programs provided examples of both. Successful programs had offered 
information not anticipated by this researcher. Even though a respondent claimed that 
the program was successful, evidence was offered that indicated problems continued to 
exist in spite of the claim of success. The same situation was true of the unsuccessful 
programs. Some of these school respondents provided examples of evidence that were 
successful in the system even though the program had been identified as unsuccessful. 
Evidence that helped mediation programs succeed and evidence that hindered the 
success of the mediation programs were analyzed separately. Initially, the evidence 
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reported by the respondents on the PMSQ included 13 examples from the principals, 11 
examples from the coordinators and 10 examples from the counselors. Many of the 
examples of evidence were the same for all three respondent groups. Some of the 
examples were reported by only one or two respondents. Only examples of evidence 
reported by at least 20% of the 132 respondents were analyzed. Any evidence that was 
reported by fewer than 20% of the respondents was not considered significant enough 
for analysis. It was then noted that the evidence followed a pattern. Evidence that 
helped the mediation programs and evidence that hindered the mediation programs were 
divided into three categories; programmatic; social; and institutional. Some of the 
evidence directly related to the operation of the peer mediation program itself, and this 
evidence was identified as programmatic. Examples that were connected to the students 
within the school and the overall educational community were identified as social, and 
evidence that related to the operation of the school or institution was classified as 
institutional. Each example of evidence (and also later the examples of conditions) is 
reported in the tables under one of those category headings. 
Evidence That Helped Mediation Success 
Seven examples of evidence that helped the peer mediation program succeed 
were reported by the combined successful and unsuccessful schools. These examples, 
with the percentage and the number of the respondents reporting them, are listed in 
Table 5 which does not differentiate between successful and unsuccessful schools. The 
evidence that helped mediation programs succeed revealed no significant findings. 
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Table 5 
Percentage and Numbers of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Helped Mediation 
Programs 
Evidence % of Respondents 
(N=132) 
Programmatic 
Successful mediations - agreements hold 31.8 (42) 
Increase in the number of mediations 22.7 (30) 
Social 
Student awareness 34.8 (46) 
Student body support 29.5 (39) 
Self-referrals by students 19.7 (26) 
Institutional 
Decrease in violence and suspensions 38.6 (51) 
Faculty and administrative support 26.5 (35) 
There was no unanimity or even near agreement among the respondents about their 
examples of evidence. This observation supported the original supposition that no 
profile of successful programs would emerge because each school defined for itself 
what constituted success. There was also no pattern to the categories of the evidence. 
The most common example of evidence of success, which was institutional and reported 
by 51 respondents (39%), was a decrease in violence and suspensions. The next most 
common evidence, a social category, was student awareness which was reported by 46 
respondents (35%). The third most common evidence listed by 42 respondents (32%) 
was successful mediations where the agreements held. This last example was a 
programmatic category. 
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Evidence That Helped Mediation From Successful Schools 
When the evidence of success from the successful schools was separated from 
the unsuccessful schools, it was obvious that successful schools would have more 
examples to report. The same examples of successful evidence emerge, with slightly 
higher percentages (see Table 6). The unsuccessful schools, understandably, reported 
very little of a positive nature, and only a handful of respondents listed a few examples 
of any evidence of success (see Table 7). One noteworthy difference between the 
successful and unsuccessful schools was that no respondents from the unsuccessful 
Table 6 
Percentage and Numbers of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Helped Mediation 
Programs Ranked by Percentage of Respondents in All Schools 
Evidence 









Successful mediations - agreements 32.5 (39) 25.0 (3) 
hold 
Increase in the number of mediations 19.2 (23) 08.3 (1) 
Social 
Student awareness 36.7 (44) 16.7 (2) 
Student body support 32.5 (39) 0 
Self-referrals by students 21.7 (26) 0 
Institutional 
Decrease in violence and suspensions 42.5 (51) 0 
Faculty and administrative support 28.3 (34) 08.3 (1) 
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Table 7 
Percentage and Numbers of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Helped Mediation 
Programs Ranked by Percentage of Respondents in All Schools 
Evidence 









Successful mediations - agreements hold 25.0 (3) 32.5 (39) 
Social 
Student awareness 16.7 (2) 36.7 (44) 
schools reported a decrease in violence and suspensions. The most significant finding 
was the lack of agreement about the evidence of success among the successful schools. 
Although some other examples of evidence were presented by the respondents, only 
seven were reported by more than 20% of the respondents. The relatively little 
evidence of success from the 120 respondents representing the 40 successful schools is 
difficult to explain. It appears that some schools identified their programs as successful 
but did not offer any evidence to substantiate that claim. This situation underscores the 
absence of documentation about mediation programs in the schools in Massachusetts 
discussed in this study. 
Evidence That Helped Success From Respondent Groups 
In order to understand the small numbers about the evidence of success, it was 
necessary to examine the percentages and numbers of each of the three groups of 
respondents in regard to each of the examples of evidence (see Table 8). When divided 
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Table 8 
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Helped Mediation Programs 
by Success of Program and Respondent Group 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Evidence School Respondents School Respondents 
Coord Couns Prin Coord Couns Prin 
N=40 N=40 N=40 N=4 N=4 N=4 
Programmatic 
Successful mediations - 30.0 45.0 22.5 0 0 75.0 
agreements hold 
Trained supportive mediators 7.5 30.0 20.0 25.0 0 25.0 
Increase in no. of student 
mediator volunteers 
15.0 22.5 20.0 25.0 25.0 0 
Increase in the number of 
mediations 
37.5 17.5 17.5 0 25.0 0 
Social 
% Student awareness 27.5 55.0 27.5 25.0 25.0 0 
Self-referrals by students 37.5 20.0 7.5 0 0 0 
Student body support 30.0 40.0 27.5 0 0 0 
Community support 7.5 — — 25.0 — — 
Institutional 
Decrease in violence and 40.0 42.5 45.0 0 0 0 
suspensions 
Faculty and administrative 
support 
35.0 27.5 22.5 0 25.0 0 
between the successful and unsuccessful schools, there were ten, not seven, examples of 
evidence with the addition of two programmatic and one social example. Perceptions 
about examples of success varied tremendously. In looking solely at the successful 
programs, counselors demonstrated the highest individual percentage (55%) in reporting 
student awareness as evidence of success. Twenty-eight percent (a little more than half 
of the counselors’ 55%) of the other two respondents, coordinators and principals, 
provided this evidence in the PMSQ. Counselors again were most likely to reflect the 
highest percentage in reporting successful mediations - agreements held. Forty-five 
percent of the counselors listed this evidence as opposed to the 30% of the coordinators 
and 23% of the principals. The same was true of student body support, where 40% of 
the counselors, 30% of the coordinators and 28% of the principals reported this example 
of evidence. In these examples of evidence, the counselors showed higher agreement 
than the other two types of respondents. Generally, counselors reported higher 
percentages in six of the ten examples overall. When it came to the three categories of 
evidence, counselors reported more programmatic examples of evidence of success than 
did the coordinators. The counselors were inclined to list more evidence of success in 
three of four programmatic examples, whereas the coordinators were far less in 
agreement in these programmatic categories. This was a surprising finding, considering 
that the coordinators are the administrators of the peer mediation programs. As the 
program administrators, coordinators are apparently more cognizant of the peer 
mediation program’s evidence than the counselors, and yet as a group, the program 
coordinators did not report programmatic examples as evidence of successful programs. 
Questions From the Evidence 
The reported increase in the number of mediations from successful programs 
was a response that was difficult to intepret. Mediation does not eliminate the causes of 
the violence in schools; it responds to the symptoms. Problems that invoke mediation 
are not always resolved; they may and often do continue and hypothetically, the need 
for mediation would also remain constant. Certain questions arise with the evidence of 
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mediation frequency. Did an increase in mediations signal a successful program? Did 
more mediations mean more students used mediation? Did it show that the same 
number of disputants were using it more frequently? Did this fact indicate a successful 
program? Did more mediations mean a better program? Was the cessation of 
mediations a goal? If a school program had actually achieved its objectives and really 
experienced a significant decrease in violence, then perhaps the number of mediations 
would also decrease? Or would an increase in mediations indicate that there was a 
decrease in school violence? If the conditions had arrived in which the student body 
was now able to resolve differences without resorting to violence, then the need for 
mediation might have diminished, and probably, in ideal circumstances, come to an end. 
This same line of reasoning might be advanced for the need for mediations to increase 
and that the program was an essential bulwark against school violence. If more students 
were using the mediation program to resolve disputes, then this could also be seen as a 
sign that the program was successful. There needed to be some correlation between an 
increase in mediation with other factors in the school. Had there been a decrease in 
incidents of violence in the school which can be linked to the rise in mediations? If 
there were more mediations, can it be inferred that more peaceful conditions prevailed 
in the school? If there were more mediations, it might also be inferred that this was just 
one of the objectives proffered by that particular school as an indicator or evidence of 
success in that particular program. 
Schools did not include empirical data that demonstrated an increase in 
mediations, nor did they provide any data to show that the increase in mediations was 
due to use by more students or by the same students more often. In regard to this 
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increase as an example of evidence that helped mediation program success, 38% of the 
coordinators were more inclined to report it, whereas only 18% of each of the other two 
respondents reported it. It was unclear if there were some reason here for the larger 
number of mediations being reported as evidence from coordinators. The coordinators 
were in charge of the program, and were much more in touch with the operation of the 
program than the other two respondents. Thirty-eight percent of the coordinators also 
reported an increase in the number of referrals, compared to 21% for the counselors and 
8% for the principals. Again, the coordinators were involved with the daily operation 
of the program, and the referrals filter through them before being sent along to 
mediation. To be considered, too, are the reports of these examples of evidence which 
were based on actual experience as well as on recollections and perceptions. 
Coordinators would participate in the program, whereas the other two respondents 
would generally not be present to schedule nor witness mediation sessions. 
Another interesting development that defied explanation at times was the 
apparent confusion about two examples of evidence - trained supportive mediators and 
the increase in the number of student mediator volunteers. Counselors and principals 
differed markedly from the coordinators about these two examples of evidence. The 
counselors and principals were more inclined to credit trained mediators and mediator 
volunteers for the success of the program than the coordinators. Thirty percent of the 
counselors and 20% of the principals saw this as the case for the trained mediators. 
Twenty-three percent of the counselors and 20% of the principals presented student 
mediator volunteers as evidence. On the other hand, 18% of both counselors and 
principals reported the increase in the number of mediations as evidence of success. 
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The coordinators, however, did not report the trained mediators and the increase in the 
number of student mediator volunteers as significant examples of evidence. Eight 
percent of the coordinators reported trained mediators and 15% of the coordinators 
reported student mediator volunteers. The same was also true of the self referrals which 
38% of the coordinators, 20% of counselors, and 8% of the principals reported as 
evidence of success. Unlike the coordinators of the program, the latter two groups 
would not be privy to the student referrals, and their responses might not be based on 
observation (see Table 9). 
All three groups of respondents were near in agreement (low to mid 40%) about the 
decrease in violence and suspensions. All three respondent groups in the successful 
schools were also near agreement in what they did not report as evidence. Community 
support and the number of new teachers trained as mediators was not even mentioned 
by two of the three groups. The actual numbers of each of the three respondent groups 
from the successful and unsuccessful schools that reported these examples of evidence 
are offered in Table 9. The information in this table also provides a clearer picture of the 
very small numbers from the unsuccessful schools. When compared to the successful 
schools, the unsuccessful schools’ three respondent groups did not provide any 
significant findings about the evidence of success. 
Evidence That Hindered Mediation Success 
The second part of Research Question 2 asked respondents to provide examples 
of evidence that hindered success for the peer mediation programs. First, evidence from 
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Table 9 
Number of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Helped Mediation Programs 
by Success of Program and Respondent Group 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Evidence School School 
Respondents Respondents 
(N=120) (N=12) 
Coord Couns Prin Coord Couns Prin 
N=40 N=40 N=40 N=4 N=4 N=4 
Programmatic 
Successful mediations - 12 18 9 0 0 3 
agreements hold 
Trained supportive mediators 3 12 8 1 0 1 
Increase in no. of student 
mediator volunteers 
6 9 8 1 1 0 
Increase in the number of 
mediations 
15 7 7 0 1 0 
Social 
Student awareness 11 22 11 1 1 0 
Self-referrals by students 15 8 3 0 0 0 
Student body support 12 16 11 0 0 0 
Community support 3 — — 1 — — 
Institutional 
Decrease in violence and 16 17 18 0 0 0 
suspensions 
Faculty and administrative 
support 
14 11 9 0 1 0 
the successful schools and then from the unsuccessful schools is discussed. The reports 
of evidence that hindered mediation programs reported by respondent groups is 
analyzed. The evidence in the tables providing information about the lack of success of 
the mediation programs is identified as evidence that hindered mediation programs. 
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The initial responses in the PMSQ showed a great deal of similarity between the 
respondents from the successful and unsuccessful schools and among the three 
respondent groups. There were eight examples of evidence about program lack of 
success from the principals, 11 examples from the coordinators, and 11 examples from 
the counselors. Only evidence reported by 20% or more of the respondents was 
analyzed, and as result, the combined schools’ percentages of evidence of a lack of 
success, which were less than 20% for all the examples of evidence, were not compiled 
nor analyzed. 
Unsuccessful Schools 
The unsuccessful schools reported evidence that hindered the success of the 
mediation program in large enough numbers to warrant discussion (see Table 10). The 
evidence that hindered mediation programs and the percentages and numbers of 
unsuccessful school respondents for each example of evidence are shown along with the 
percentages and numbers of the successful schools’ respondents. The successful 
schools provided very little evidence that hindered the success of their programs as seen 
in Table 9. Institutional concerns head the list with three examples of evidence reported 
by five respondents (42%) from the unsuccessful schools. 
Adults conduct or intervene in the mediations, lack of administrative funding 
and scheduling problems were equally provided by the coordinators. These examples, 
together with lack of faculty support which was reported by four respondents (33%), 
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Table 10 
Percentage and Numbers of Respondents Reporting Evidence That 
Hindered Mediation Programs Ranked by Percentage of Respondents 
in All Schools 
Evidence 









Few mediations conducted 25.0 (3) 6.5 (6) 
Institutional 
Adults conduct / intervene 41.7 (5) 04.3 (4) 
Lack of administrative funding 41.7 (5) 16.1 (15) 
Scheduling problems 41.7 (5) 09.7 (9) 
Lack of faculty support 33.3 (4) 09.7 (9) 
clearly demonstrate that the major hindrances to success are institutional factors. 
Although their numbers are not significant, 15 of the successful school respondents 
(16%) concurred that the lack of administrative funding was a hindrance to success. 
Evidence That Hindered Success From Respondent Groups 
Again, the respondents of unsuccessful schools claimed that their programs were 
unsuccessful and yet they offered little evidence to support that claim. This information 
is separated further, (see Table 11), showing the percentages of each respondent group 
for both the successful and unsuccessful programs with evidence that hindered 
mediation program success. It is important to note that the coordinators of the 
unsuccessful schools were the most dissatisfied with the mediation programs. Except 
for the example of few mediations conducted, which 50% of the principals listed as a 
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Table 11 
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Hindered Mediation Programs 
by Success of Program and Respondent Group 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Evidence School School 
Respondents Respondents 
Coord Couns Prin Coord Couns Prin 
N=40 N=40 N=40 N=4 N=4 N=4 
Programmatic 
Few mediations conducted 10.0 2.5 2.5 25.0 0 50.0 
Social - 
Lack of student support 17.5 10 12.5 25.0 0 0 
Lack of student referrals 12.5 — — 50.0 — — 
Culture of violence 10.0 — — 25.0 — — 
Institutional 
Lack of faculty support 15.0 12.5 2.5 75.0 0 25.0 
Adults conduct/intervene 2.5 5.0 2.5 75.0 25.0 25.0 
Scheduling problems 7.5 10.0 5.0 50.0 25.0 50.0 
Lack of administrative funding 20.0 12.5 5.0 100 0 25.0 
hindrance to success, the coordinators led in the other eight examples of evidence. All 
four coordinators listed the lack of administrative funding as evidence of a lack of 
success in their programs. Even though the numbers are small, it is worth noting that 
three of the four coordinators reported the lack of faculty support and that adults 
conduct or intervene in mediations as evidence of a lack of success. Coordinators alone 
offered three other examples of evidence that were hindrances to success. In examining 
the successful schools, coordinators were more likely to report the lack of 
administrative funding (20%) and lack of student support (18%) as evidence of a lack of 
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success. Percentages from each respondent group alone might be misleading as to the 
actual number of respondents from each group and therefore the specific numbers for 
each of the respondent groups are presented in Table 12. 
Table 12 
Number of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Hindered Mediation Programs 
by Success of Program and Respondent Group 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Evidence School School 
Respondents Respondents 
Coord Couns Prin Coord Couns Prin 
N=40 N=40 N=40 N=4 N=4 N=4 
Programmatic 
Few mediations conducted 4 1 1 1 0 2 
Social 
Lack of student support 7 4 5 1 0 0 
Lack of student referrals 5 — — 2 — — 
Culture of violence 4 — — 1 — — 
Institutional 
Lack of faculty support 6 5 1 3 0 1 
Adults conduct/intervene 1 2 1 3 1 1 
Scheduling problems 3 4 2 2 1 2 
Lack of administrative funding 8 5 2 4 0 1 
Summary of Question 2 
Question 2 addressed the perceptions of the three respondent groups regarding 
the evidence that peer mediation programs were or were not successful. Responses 
indicated some minor agreement between the successful and unsuccessful schools and 
also among the members of the three groups of respondents in regard to some evidence. 
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First, the combined successful and unsuccessful schools presented seven examples of 
evidence, but none of the examples was reported by a majority of the total number of 
respondents, and there was no pattern among the examples of evidence. The most 
common evidence of success was a decrease in violence and suspensions reported by 
39% of the respondents. Two other examples were student awareness and successful 
mediations where agreements held reported by 35% and 32% of the respondents 
respectively. Secondly, the evidence from the 120 respondents of the successful schools 
showed no significant agreement that would qualify as a pattern or profile of a 
successful mediation program. In fact, there were very few examples of evidence 
offered by the successful school respondents as a group. It appears that many 
respondents claimed that their mediation program was successful, but offered little if 
any evidence to support that claim. This finding underscores the belief that every 
school defines success for itself, and that there is no profile of a successful peer 
mediation program among the schools that were analyzed in this study. 
Third, there was little agreement, understandably, between the successful and 
unsuccessful schools and within the three different respondent groups about evidence 
that indicated success of the programs. Unsuccessful schools’ numbers were small and 
therefore it was difficult to make broad generalizations. Most importantly, what these 
respondents did not state was noteworthy. In contrast to seven examples of evidence 
reported by the successful programs, the unsuccessful program respondents offered no 
significant examples of success. There was no reported decrease in violence and 
suspensions by the unsuccessful schools programs, unlike the 43% reported by the 
successful schools. Similarly, not one of the unsuccessful schools reported evidence of 
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student body support nor of self-referrals, whereas 33% of the successful schools 
presented student body support and 22% offered self-referrals as evidence of success. 
More specifically, 75% (3/4) of the unsuccessful schools principals reported successful 
mediations, but no counselor nor coordinator offered this as evidence of success. 
Respondents also presented examples of evidence that had hindered the success 
of their respective mediation programs. These data represent all 132 respondents, 
though many respondents did not provide any data indicating any hindrances to program 
success. Table 11 lists the percentages of respondents from the successful programs and 
the unsuccessful programs reporting evidence that hindered peer mediation programs. 
In that table, 42% of the respondents from the unsuccessful programs decried the lack of 
administrative funding for that lack of success; 42% of the same unsuccessful schools 
also indicated that scheduling problems and intervention by adults were contributing 
factors for the unsuccessful programs. Interestingly, only 10% of the respondents of the 
successful programs listed a lack of faculty support as evidence that hindered success. 
One of the more significant examples from the successful schools was that 16% of the 
respondents cited lack of administrative funding as detrimental to their programs’ 
success. 
In examining these combined data, there was no single significant example of 
evidence reported by the more than 20% of the combined successful and unsuccessful 
programs. However, when the examples of evidence that hindered mediation success 
were delineated into the three respondent groups representing the successful and 
unsuccessful programs, the data revealed some significant findings. Both successful 
and unsuccessful coordinators were more dissatisfied as a group across the board than 
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the other two groups. There were two institutional areas that showed a discrepancy 
between the successful and unsuccessful school coordinators and the other two groups 
of respondents. Lack of faculty support indicated a bit more dissatisfaction among 
coordinators with 15% from the successful programs and 75% of the coordinators in 
unsuccessful programs. The other two respondent groups averaged 8% and 13% 
respectively. The same was true of administrative funding. Even in successful 
programs, 20% of the coordinators indicated that lack of administrative funding 
hindered success. One hundred percent of the unsuccessful program coordinators listed 
the lack of administrative funding as a factor that hindered program success. The other 
two respondent groups averaged 9% and 13% respectively in their dissatisfaction with 
the level of administrative funding. The same gap existed between the successful and 
unsuccessful schools in regard to adults conduct or intervene in mediations. Forty-two 
percent of the unsuccessful schools and only four percent of the successful schools 
reported this example as evidence of a lack of success of the mediation programs. The 
evidence of success or lack of success of peer mediation programs provided the basis 
for the claims of program success or lack of success. Beyond these examples of 
evidence it was necessary to consider the conditions within the school community that 
may have contributed or hindered program success. Unlike the evidence of program 
success or lack of success, conditions are influences within the school or community 
that acted as either a support or obstacle to program success. 
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Research Question 3. What are the Conditions that are Perceived to Contribute to the 
Success or Lack of Success of Peer Mediation Programs? 
To obtain answers to this question, data from the Peer Mediation Status 
Questionnaire were analyzed. All three respondents in each school were instructed to 
list conditions that they perceived to have been present in the school or mediation 
program that helped or hindered the success of the mediation program. Respondents 
were instructed to first list conditions that contributed to the success of the program and 
then to provide conditions that hindered the program’s success. The PMSQ listed some 
possible conditions which respondents could draw on and it included any or all of the 
following conditions: the place and/or role of the mediation program, the school 
administration, the student body, the faculty, the community, the mediation 
coordinators, the student mediators, and any other related conditions. The resulting data 
were separated into 2 major segments: conditions that helped the success of the 
programs and conditions that hindered the success of the program, and were identified 
as such in the tables about conditions. 
The first segment presents the conditions that contributed to program success as 
reported by the combined schools in this study. Throughout this analysis of Research 
Question 2, connections to the three categories of programmatic, institutional or social 
conditions are made. Next, conditions are separated and reviewed for successful and 
unsuccessful schools. Finally, the reports of the three respondent groups about 
conditions that contributed to program success are considered. 
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Conditions Contributing to Success 
For conditions that contributed to the success of the mediation program, 
coordinators listed 19 conditions, counselors listed 15 and principals listed 16. For 
conditions that hindered the success of the programs, coordinators listed 12 conditions, 
counselors listed 13 and principals listed 11. Only data reported by 20% or more of the 
respondents were analyzed. Once the data from all 132 respondents were identified, 
consolidated, and reviewed, six conditions that helped the success of the program 
emerged. The six conditions representing the responses from all 44 programs comprise 
Table 13. The wording of the conditions was edited in order to present some uniformity 
in the responses. Some of the respondents listed conditions that helped contribute to 
successful programs; some presented conditions that hindered success and therefore 
created unsuccessful programs; and unexpectedly some of the successful schools and 
unsuccessful school respondents reported conditions that both helped and hindered their 
successful programs. 
A pattern emerged with the reporting of the conditions. Similar to the examples 
of evidence, conditions were subdivided into three categories - institutional, 
programmatic, and social. Conditions attributable to the operation of the school were 
identified as "institutional." Conditions tied to the mediation program itself were 
identified as "programmatic." Conditions connected to the students as a body were 
termed "social." The conditions that contributed to the success of the programs reported 
by the combined successful and unsuccessful schools focused on two of these 
categories. The focus of two conditions was labeled "institutional"; four were 
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Table 13 
Percentage and Numbers of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Helped Mediation 
Programs 
Condition % of Respondents 
(N=132) 
Programmatic 
Full-time coordinator 32.6 (43) 
Strong training program 26.5 (35) 
Quality mediators 24.2 (32) 
Dedicated coordinator 20.5 (27) 
Institutional 
Administrative support 62.1 (82) 
Faculty support 50.8 (67) 
"programmatic"and none were "social." The conditions are listed under the appropriate 
heading in the tables. Conditions that contributed to the success of mediation programs 
are shown in five separate tables. The findings of each table are explained below. 
Administrative support and faculty support were the two most important 
conditions that contributed to success reported by the combined successful and 
unsuccessful schools. Sixty-two percent of the respondents (82) listed administrative 
support and 51% of the respondents (67) listed faculty support. Both of these 
conditions were institutional factors that contributed to success. It is understandable 
that the support of the administrators and faculty would be conditions most responsible 
for the success of the mediation programs. Administrators generally inaugurate 
mediation programs and oversee the funding and staffing of these programs. The 
support of the faculty is essential if student mediators and disputants are to be released 
from classes or study halls to attend mediation sessions. The success of the program 
97 
generally relies on the promotional efforts of both administrators and faculty. The four 
other conditions reported by at least 20% of the total number of respondents were each 
programmatic factors, and the role of the coordinator appeared important. Two 
conditions were coordinator-related: a dedicated coordinator and a full-time 
coordinator. Only 21% of all respondents listed dedicated coordinator as a factor that 
helped the success of the peer mediation program. In fact, even quality mediators were 
categorized as more important and were reported by 24% of the respondents (see Table 
13). The full-time coordinator was reported by a third of the respondents, 33%, and this 
development ran counter to the research about the role of the full-time coordinator. The 
absence of larger numbers listing the full-time coordinator might have a number of 
explanations. The coordinator facilitates the operation of mediation programs, but some 
programs might entrust this role to a part-time coordinator or perhaps some programs 
felt that the coordinator’s role was not a noteworthy condition for success. What is 
surprising about these data is the overall small numbers from the respondents about 
conditions that helped the program. Again, as it appeared with the evidence of success, 
many respondents claimed program success, but provided little information about the 
conditions responsible for that success. 
Conditions Contributing to Success From Successful Schools 
When separated by successful and unsuccessful schools, the conditions did not 
offer anything markedly different from the combined tables, particularly about the 
responses from the successful schools ( see Table 14). The data did show that the 
unsuccessful schools, understandably, had very little information to demonstrate success 
Table 14 
Top Conditions and Corresponding Percentage and Numbers of Respondents 
Reporting Conditions That Helped Mediation Programs Ranked by Percentage 
of All School Respondents 
Condition 









Full-time coordinator 35.0 (42) 08.3(1) 
Strong training program 26.7 (32) 25.0 (3) 
Quality mediators 25.8 (31) 08.3(1) 
Dedicated coordinator 21.7 (26) 08.3(1) 
Institutional 
Administrative support 66.7 (80) 16.7 (2) 
Faculty support 50.8 (61) 50.0 (6) 
for their programs. It is interesting to note that 50% (6/12) of the unsuccessful 
programs viewed faculty support as more important than the support of administration 
as a condition for the success of their programs. Another important finding is seen in the 
view of administrative support from both successful schools and unsuccessful schools. 
Sixty-seven percent of the respondents (80) from the successful schools valued 
administrative support more than any other condition. Faculty support was the second- 
most important condition, with 51% of the successful school respondents (61) listing it. 
Unsuccessful schools also valued the faculty’s role and 50% of these respondents (6) 
listed it. On the other hand, only 17% of the unsuccessful school respondents (2) listed 
administrative support as a condition that helped their respective mediation programs. 
Clearly the unsuccessful school respondents felt that faculty support, more than the 
support of administrators, was more essential to any program success. The same results 
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are seen when the two conditions that helped the success of the program reported by the 
unsuccessful schools are matched with those of the successful schools (see Table 15). 
The unsuccessful and successful schools did not view a strong training program as an 
important condition, but they did agree with one another about the faculty’s role in the 
success of their respective programs. Fifty percent or more of the respondents from the 
successful and unsuccessful schools listed it as a condition for the success of their 
programs. In order to understand the importance of this data, it is necessary to 
understand how the specific groups of respondents viewed these conditions. 
Table 15 
Top Conditions and Corresponding Percentage and Numbers of Respondents 
Reporting Conditions That Helped Mediation Programs Ranked by Percentage 
of All School Respondents 
Condition 









Strong training program 25.0 (3) 26.7 (32) 
Institutional 
Faculty support 50.0 (6) 50.8 (61) 
Conditions Contributing to Success From Respondent Groups 
Respondents reported nine conditions that helped the success of the mediation 
program. There is a great deal more information about the conditions that helped 
mediation programs when the data are divided between the three respondent groups, and 
the successful schools are separated from the unsuccessful schools. For example, when 
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considered by separate respondent groups, full-time coordinators were the condition 
reported by a sizeable number of the principals. Fifty-eight percent of the principals 
viewed the role of the full-time coordinator as a condition for success, but coordinators 
and counselors were more sanguine, reporting 28% and 20% respectively (see Table 
16). The actual numbers of the different respondents in each group found in Table 17 
illustrate the differences more concretely. Twenty-three out of 44 principals listed full¬ 
time coordinator as an important condition, whereas only 11 coordinators and 8 
counselors concurred in this assessment. One might draw any number of inferences 
from this possible discrepancy in the two cases of conditions. One possible inference 
might be that the principals valued the role of the coordinator more because 
coordinators share the burdens of discipline within the school. The assistance of the 
coordinators in contributing to peaceful resolution of conflicts within the school is 
highly valued. Perhaps this discrepancy demonstrated that the coordinators did not wish 
to appear self-serving in their capacity as managers of the program in the school. 
In contrast, administrative support and faculty support were much more 
important than the full-time coordinator. Both administrative support and faculty 
support were rated by respondents as far more essential to program success than the 
full-time coordinator. It was administrative support and faculty support that 
demonstrated the largest percentages when all 44 programs were combined (see 
Table 13). Sixty-two percent of total respondents specified administrative support as a 
factor contributing to success and 50% of the respondents reported faculty support as 
important. When separated by respondent groups (see Table 16), however, the results 
are much more revealing. Eighty-eight percent of successful school coordinators 
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Table 16 
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Helped Mediation Programs 
by Success of Program and Respondent Group 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Evidence School School 
Respondents Respondents 
(N=120) (N=12) 
Coord Couns Prin Coord Couns Prin 
N=40 N=40 N=40 N=4 N=4 N=4 
Programmatic 
Dedicated coordinator 27.5 27.5 10.0 0 0 25.0 
Strong training program 27.5 15.0 37.5 0 25.0 50.0 
Quality mediators 30.0 17.5 30.0 0 25.0 0 
Full-time coordinator 27.5 20.0 57.5 0 0 25.0 
Social 
Support of school and community 15.0 7.5 27.5 0 0 0 
Student support / referrals 7.5 17.5 30.0 25.0 0 25.0 
General student awareness 22.5 7.5 25.0 50.0 0 0.0 
Institutional 
Administrative support 87.5 47.5 65.0 25.0 25.0 0 
Faculty support 55.0 30.0 67.5 75.0 25.0 50.0 
reported it, double the percentages from the other two respondent groups. Though 
administrative support was the most frequently reported condition, it was not the 
principals but the coordinators who most frequently offered it. It was as if the 
administrators and coordinators flip-flopped over the importance of the other person to 
their school’s mediation program’s success. Specifically, 35 coordinators, 26 principals 
and 19 counselors listed administrative support as a condition (see Table 17). The 




Number of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Helped Mediation Programs 
by Success of Program and Respondent Group 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Condition School School 
Respondents Respondents 
Coord Couns Prin Coord Couns Prin 
N=40 N=40 N=40 N=4 N=4 N=4 
Programmatic 
Dedicated coordinator 11 11 4 0 0 1 
Strong training program 11 6 15 0 1 2 
Quality mediators 12 7 12 0 1 0 
Full-time coordinator 11 8 23 0 0 1 
Social 
Support of school and community 6 3 11 0 0 0 
Student support / referrals 3 7 12 1 0 1 
General student awareness 9 3 10 2 0 0 
Institutional 
Administrative support 35 19 26 1 1 0 
Faculty support 22 12 27 3 1 2 
In the case of faculty support, administrators were more inclined to value the 
role of the faculty than were members of the faculty (from whose ranks the coordinators 
and some counselors are generally drawn). Sixty-eight percent of the principals from 
successful schools listed faculty support as an important condition for success and only 
30% of the counselors and 55% of the coordinators agreed. The numbers of the 
respondent groups, rather than the percentages, are more enlightening. Twenty-seven 
principals as opposed to 12 counselors and 22 coordinators offered faculty support as a 
condition. This particular condition received the greatest response from unsuccessful 
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programs, but the data appears in reverse when compared to the successful schools. 
Seventy-five percent of the coordinators claimed that faculty support was necessary to 
help the mediation program, whereas only 50% of the principals and even fewer of the 
counselors (25%) saw this as an important condition. It is important to note once again 
that the unsuccessful program respondents, like their successful program counterparts, 
may have reported their comments in a vacuum without consultation with other school 
personnel. Faculty support was reported by at least 51% of the respondents as a 
condition of success for both successful and unsuccessful schools. 
It is necessary to note the absence of data about social conditions which were not 
highly regarded by either successful nor unsuccessful schools. None of the four social 
conditions was reported by more than 18% of successful school respondents, and the 
unsuccessful school respondents valued the social conditions even less. It is important 
to once again state that the numbers for unsuccessful school respondents were very 
small, and that any conclusions drawn from this number would be highly speculative. 
The counselors in successful and unsuccessful schools accounted for the weakest 
support for almost all of the conditions. A possible reason for this lukewarm report was 
due to the low response rate from the counselors in the PMSQ. In general, there was 
very little between the counselors as a group and the other two groups about any of the 
conditions that contributed to the success of the peer mediation program. In fact, no 
condition was reported by more than 48% of the counselors. The counselors, as a 
group, tended to provide the least number of responses to all the research questions. 
The role and the value of the perceptions of the counselors to a study about the status of 
school peer mediation programs might be viewed as questionable or perhaps negligible. 
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Conditions Hindering Success 
The second part of research question 3 asked respondents to provide any 
conditions that hindered the success of the mediation program. There are a number of 
parts to this second segment of the research question. First, conditions offered by the 
combined schools are considered. Secondly, conditions from successful and 
unsuccessful schools are separately discussed. Finally, the positions of the three 
respondent groups regarding the conditions that hindered mediation are presented. 
Possible examples of conditions were listed along with the question. Coordinators 
provided 12 conditions, counselors 13 conditions, and principals 11 conditions in the 
PMSQ. Conditions reported by 20% of the respondents were analyzed, and therefore 
six conditions emerged when the responses from the successful and unsuccessful school 
respondents were combined (see Table 18). The six factors that hindered the success of 
mediation programs were divided between programmatic (one), social (one), and 
institutional (four) conditions. Similar to the conditions that helped the success of 
mediation, institutional conditions were the most important factors that hindered the 
success of mediation. The combined numbers are not very great, but it is clear that 
conditions outside the mediation program are claimed to be the major problems. 
Scheduling conflicts led the list, where 31% of the respondents (41) listed scheduling 
conflicts as hindrances to success. The other significant hindrance was 
misunderstanding the use of mediation. Many of the 29 respondents who listed this 
hindrance indicated that members of the school community did not understand the 
purpose or process of peer mediation. This might have been due to a lack of 
awareness/publicity about peer mediation within the schools. The other four conditions 
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Table 18 
Percentage and Numbers of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Hindered 
Mediation Programs 
Condition % of Respondents 
(N=132) 
Programmatic 
Misunderstanding the use of mediation 22.7 (29) 
Social 
Lack of student support 17.4 (23) 
Institutional 
Scheduling conflicts 31.1 (41) 
Lack of faculty support 18.2 (24) 
Lack of full-time / committed coordinator 16.7 (22) 
Lack of administrative support 16.7 (22) 
reflect less than 20% of the combined numbers of respondents, but these conditions 
appeared more important when the conditions that hindered mediation are separated 
between successful and unsuccessful schools and divided among the three respondent 
groups, schools, but there were some notable similarities (see Table 19). There were 
certainly a greater number of problem conditions that hurt the success rate of the 
unsuccessful schools. However, a quarter or more (on average) of the successful 
schools and a third (on average) of the unsuccessful schools agreed that certain 
conditions, particularly scheduling conflicts, misunderstanding of mediation, and a lack 
of faculty support, hurt their respective programs, although the percentages and numbers 
of the successful schools were not as significant. Twenty-nine percent of the successful 
programs (35 respondents) and 50% of the unsuccessful programs (6 respondents) 
claimed that scheduling problems hindered the success of mediations in their schools. 
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Table 19 
Top Conditions and Corresponding Percentage and Numbers of Respondents 
Reporting Conditions That Hindered Mediation Programs Ranked by Percentage of 
Unsuccessful School Respondents 
Condition 
Programmatic 
Misunderstanding the use of mediation 








33.3 (4) 21.0 (25) 
Social 
Lack of student support 33.3 (4) 16.3(19) 
Institutional 
Scheduling conflicts 50.0 (6) 29.2 (35) 
Lack of full-time / committed 50.0 (6) 13.0(16) 
coordinator 
Lack of administrative support 33.3 (4) 15.0(18) 
Lack of faculty support 25.0 (3) 18.0 (21) 
The scheduling of mediation sessions is an administrative responsibility and 33% of the 
unsuccessful programs found fault with the lack of administrative support as well. It is 
again important to note that the numbers for the unsuccessful schools were low 
considering that these schools claimed that their programs were unsuccessful. Perhaps 
their dissatisfaction with the school mediation program was not that great. It is difficult 
to describe the problems beyond listing these figures. Examining the conditions 
provided by the three groups of respondents is more valuable in understanding the 
hindrances to mediation. 
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Conditions Hindering Success From Respondent Groups 
Tables 20 and 21 present percentages and numbers of the three respondent 
groups reporting conditions that hindered mediation program success. The coordinators 
of the successful and unsuccessful schools again appeared to voice the most displeasure 
with the mediation programs. Specifically, 38% of the coordinators of the successful 
programs and 75% of the coordinators of the unsuccessful programs found fault with 
scheduling. Successful schools principals and counselors did not see that condition as 
much of a problem, but 75% of the unsuccessful school principals agreed with the 
coordinators. 
Table 20 
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Hindered Mediation Programs 
by Success of Program and Respondent Group 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Condition School Respondents School Respondents 
Coord Couns Prin Coord Couns Prin 
N=40 N=40 N=40 N=4 N=4 N=4 
Programmatic 
Misunderstanding the use of 
mediation 
30.0 15.0 17.5 50.0 0 50.0 
Social 
Lack of student support 10.0 7.5 30.0 50.0 0 50.0 
Institutional 
Lack of faculty support 25.0 17.5 10.0 50.0 25.0 0 
Lack of full-time / committed 
coordinator 
20.0 7.5 12.5 50.0 25.0 75.0 
Scheduling conflicts 37.5 25.0 25.0 75.0 0 75.0 
Lack of administrative support 25.0 15.0 5.0 75.0 25.0 0 
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Table 21 
Number of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Hindered Mediation Programs 
by Success of Program and Respondent Group 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Condition School Respondents School Respondents 
Coord Couns Prin Coord Couns Prin 
N=40 N=40 N=40 N=4 N=4 N=4 
Programmatic 
Misunderstanding the use of 
mediation 
12 6 7 2 0 2 
Social 
Lack of student support 4 3 12 2 0 2 
Institutional 
Lack of faculty support 10 7 4 2 1 0 
Lack of full-time / committed 
coordinator 
8 3 5 2 1 3 
Scheduling conflicts 15 10 10 3 0 3 
Lack of administrative support 10 6 2 3 1 0 
A similar situation applies for misunderstanding of the use of mediation. 
Twenty-three percent of the combined PMSQ respondents claimed that mediation’s use 
was misunderstood. Twenty-one percent of the successful programs and 33% of the 
unsuccessful programs listed this condition as a hindrance to the success of their 
respective programs. When based on the three respondent groups, 30% of the successful 
schools coordinators, 15% of the counselors, and 18% of the principals listed this as a 
condition that hindered their respective programs. Fifty percent of the unsuccessful 
schools coordinators and principals agreed. 
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administrators, faculty, or students presented a further obstacle to success for both 
successful and unsuccessful schools (see Table 20). Lack of administrative support was 
mentioned by 25% of successful schools’ coordinators, 15% of counselors and 5% of 
principals. A similar picture occurred when the lack of faculty support is examined - 
25% of coordinators, 18% of counselors and 10% of principals from the successful 
schools presented this lack of support as a hindering condition. Similar to the 
successful schools, 75 % of the unsuccessful schools coordinators listed the lack of 
administrative support as a hindering condition. Fifty percent of the unsuccessful 
schools coordinators also faulted the lack of faculty support as a condition that 
contributed to the lack of success in their programs. 
On the other hand, 30% of principals, 8% of counselors and 10% of coordinators 
in the successful schools listed lack of student support as an obstacle. Fifty percent of 
these same respondents in the unsuccessful schools complained about the lack of 
student support and indicated the same response as they had for the misunderstanding of 
the use of mediation condition. 
The differences in the percentages from different respondent groups may be due 
to their different perspectives of the mediation program. Faculty, such as counselors 
and coordinators, may be more inclined to see a problem with a lack of administrative 
support, whereas the principals may see more of a concern with the lack of faculty 
support and/or lack of student support. An explanation of the different perceptions of 
respondents would require further research. Further research is also necessary to 
understand the responses from the unsuccessful schools, particularly from the 
counselors. When the respondents of the unsuccessful schools voiced their complaints 
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about the mediation program, it was not an overwhelming nor unified chorus. Once 
again the counselors were the weakest (or perhaps the least dissatisfied) group of 
complainants. The successful school respondents, particularly the coordinators, in spite 
of their collective claims of success, recognized conditions that hindered their own 
successful programs. Although their numbers are not great, they are significant. 
Scheduling conflicts is clearly an issue that needs to be corrected. Support from 
administrators and faculty needs to be addressed as well. The support of the student 
body did not seem to be a concern voiced by many of the respondents. This may mean 
that student body support was strong or that its absence was not seen as a condition that 
hindered the success of the mediation program. 
Summary of Question 3 
Question 3 addresses the perceptions of the three respondent groups regarding 
the conditions in the school or community that contributed to or hindered the success of 
the peer mediation program. The question is divided into two distinct parts in the 
PMSQ, the first part asking for conditions that helped mediation and the second part 
asking for conditions that hindered mediation. In the segment about conditions that 
helped the success of mediation, respondents were asked to provide conditions within 
schools that contributed to the success of the peer mediation programs. The combined 
successful and unsuccessful schools respondents offered six conditions that helped the 
success of the mediation program. The two most important conditions, both of which 
were institutional factors, were administrative support reported by 62% of the 
respondents and faculty support reported by 51% of the respondents. Among the 
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programmatic conditions, the presence of a full-time coordinator was noted by 33% of 
the respondents. The conditions that helped the success of the program were then 
separated between the successful schools and the unsuccessful schools. The resulting 
data indicated that the successful schools provided relatively few conditions to support 
their claims of success for their mediation programs. An interesting finding was that the 
unsuccessful schools viewed faculty support as much more important than 
administrative support for their programs. An examination of the list of conditions that 
helped mediation success from the three respondent groups demonstrated that the 
coordinators provided the largest figures for both successful and unsuccessful schools. 
The most striking datum from the successful schools was that 88% of the coordinators 
(35/40) listed administrative support as a condition that helped the success of mediation. 
Interestingly, the most significant finding from the unsuccessful schools was that 75% 
of the coordinators (3/4) listed faculty support as a condition of success (in spite of their 
claim as unsuccessful). Faculty support was also an important condition for the 
successful schools. Sixty-eight percent of the principals, 55% of the coordinators and 
30% of the counselors listed it as a condition that helped the success of the mediation 
program. 
The second segment of this question instructed the respondents to offer any 
conditions that hindered success in their programs. Respondents from both the 
successful programs and the unsuccessful programs provided six conditions that 
hindered the success of their respective programs. Scheduling conflicts was the most 
noteworthy condition that interfered in the success of the success of mediation programs 
listed by 31% of the total number of respondents. The second most significant 
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condition that hindered mediation was misunderstanding the use of mediation reported 
by 23% of the respondents. In order to understand the problems that schools are 
experiencing with mediation, it was important to learn about the concerns of the 
unsuccessful schools. Unfortunately, the numbers from the unsuccessful schools are 
very small. Fifty percent of the unsuccessful schools respondents (6/12) complained of 
both scheduling conflicts and the lack of a full-time coordinator. However, 29% of the 
successful schools corroborated the unsuccessful schools’ concern with scheduling 
conflicts, although they did not voice the same concerns with the lack of a full-time 
coordinator. 
When separated by respondent groups, the findings are more significant, 
particularly with regard to the coordinators of both successful and unsuccessful schools. 
Coordinators seemed to be the most dissatisfied with scheduling conflicts, lack of 
administrative support and misunderstanding the use of mediation as conditions that 
hindered the success of the mediation program. The findings from the successful 
schools coordinators are much more important because of both their numbers and that 
they represent successful programs. Thirty-eight percent of the successful schools 
coordinators listed scheduling conflicts as a hindrance to success. Thirty percent of 
these coordinators also felt that mediation’s use was misunderstood and hindered 
success. Overall, the major hindering conditions to success were institutional in nature, 
and both successful and unsuccessful schools agreed. 
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Similar Statements About Evidence and Conditions 
A concern about the thinking of the respondents in reporting evidence and then 
conditions arose during the research. This section of the study examines the successful 
school respondents’ use of similar statements of evidence and conditions. It appeared 
that some respondents were using the terms evidence and condition interchangeably and 
did not recognize their different meanings. As a result of this confusion over the use of 
the two terms by some respondents, it seemed necessary to look at the respondents’ use 
of similar statements for both evidence and conditions. Information was compiled 
about the evidence and conditions and divided into two segments - similar statements of 
evidence and conditions that helped mediation and similar statements of evidence and 
conditions that hindered mediation. Tables 22 and 23 contain this information. 
Similar Evidence and Conditions That Helped Mediation 
Some important findings emerged when the statements of evidence and 
conditions were examined together. Table 22 provides evidence and conditions that 
helped mediation programs and Table 23 presents evidence and conditions that hindered 
mediation programs. In examining the responses for evidence and conditions that 
helped mediation programs, it was noted that examples of evidence of success were also 
reported as conditions of success. For example, there was one statement that was 
relatively close in reported percentages as both evidence and condition. Trained, 
supportive, or quality mediators was reported by 19% of the respondents as evidence 
and by 26% of them as a condition. However, there were more discrepancies than 
similarities in responses about the evidence and conditions that helped mediation 
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Table 22 
Percentage of Successful Schools Using Similar Statements to Report Evidence and 
Conditions That Helped Mediation Programs 
Statement % Reporting as 
Evidence (N=40) 
% Reporting as 
Condition (N=40) 
General student awareness 36.7 18.3 
Student body support or referrals 32.5 18.3 
Faculty support 28.3 50.8 
Administrative support 28.3 66.7 
Trained supportive or quality mediators 19.2 25.8 
Table 23 
Percentage of Successful Schools Using Similar Statements to Report Evidence and 
Conditions That Hindered Mediation Programs 
Statement % Reporting as 
Evidence (N=40) 
% Reporting as 
Condition (N=40) 
Lack of administrative funding or support 16.1 18.0 
Scheduling problems of conflicts 9.7 35.0 
Lack of faculty support 9.7 21.0 
success. Student body support was an example of evidence reported by 33% of the 
respondents, whereas when asked about the conditions that helped the success of the 
peer mediation program, only 18% of the respondents offered this as a condition. This 
same type of discrepancy was seen in the degree of student awareness as both evidence 
and condition. Thirty-seven percent of the respondents reported it as evidence, whereas 
18% provided it as a condition that contributed to the success of the program. 
The aforementioned examples of evidence and condition might have been 
viewed interchangeably by the respondents, or they might have viewed these examples 
115 
emanating from different aspects of the peer mediation programs. There is a lack of 
data to definitively demonstrate the respondents’ understanding of the two terms. The 
respondents might have been too facile or not exact enough in the manner in which they 
responded to these terms in the PMSQ. This situation might have also resulted from the 
respondents reporting them separately in the PMSQ and perhaps misunderstanding these 
particular questions. Perhaps the respondents had not considered the distinction that 
this researcher had in mind when the questionnaire was designed. The instructions in 
Question 3 attempted to delineate the terms "evidence" and the "conditions" by 
presenting examples to assist the respondents. The respondents, however, might have 
also seen the two terms as interchangeable in connotation if not in meaning. 
One other seemingly contradictory finding about the interplay of evidence and 
conditions was the role of the faculty and administrators in mediation success. As a 
response about evidence in Table 7, faculty and administrative support figured in 28% 
of the successful programs. As a condition of success, administrative support was listed 
by 66% of the successful program respondents. The unsuccessful programs indicated 
that there was a major lack of administrative support. Only 17% of the unsuccessful 
programs presented it as a condition for success. Unsuccessful schools programs agreed 
with the successful schools respondents with a similar figure of 50% for faculty support 
(Table 15). When divided by the three respondent groups, there was a small margin of 
difference among the respondents about faculty and administrative support as evidence. 
Principals responded with 23%, counselors with 28% and coordinators with 35% (Table 
8). 
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Some of the results run counter to the existing research findings. Research 
studies have shown that student body support or student body referrals were examples 
of evidence that existed in successful programs. The situation where students were self 
referred to mediation was generally regarded as the epitome of the successful mediation 
program. And yet, only 2 coordinators listed student self-referrals as an objective. 
Thirty-three percent of the total number of respondents listed this point as evidence and 
18% gave it as a condition. Eight percent of the coordinators gave community support 
as evidence of success, but twice that number presented it as a condition for success. In 
either case, however, community support did not appear to be essential for a successful 
program. 
Similar Evidence and Conditions That Hindered Mediation 
The same discrepancy existed between the designations of evidence and 
conditions that hindered success. Each of these hindrances was framed in a negative 
statement. Lack of faculty support was reported two to one ( 21% -10%) as a condition 
rather than as evidence. Scheduling problems were closer to three to one (35% - 10) as 
evidence of drawbacks for peer mediation programs. The other three items were 
presented equally as evidence or condition. It was clear, however, that these topics were 
more conditions than evidence of hindrances. The majority (4/6) of these factors were 
institutional problems; social factors accounted for the other two. The peer mediation 
programs themselves were not a negative factor, but the lack of student awareness and 
support hurt the programs. This information did not fault the mediation programs; it 
faulted the environment in which the programs tried to effectively operate. These 
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responses to both evidence and conditions within programs do not reflect any empirical 
data to support the answers from the respondents. It is also impossible in this study to 
determine on what basis the respondents reached their conclusions. 
It was evident that generalizations about the 44 secondary schools in this study 
would not be necessarily correct. The secondary level includes senior high and junior 
high/middle schools and the experiences of these two levels might be different. It would 
be important to consider the evidence and conditions separately in order to understand 
and describe any differences between these two levels. Respondent groups on the two 
different levels might have different perspectives about what constitutes evidence and 
conditions of success or lack of success. 
Analysis of Data by Type of School 
Another concern generated by the research was the question about possible 
differences in responses from not only successful and unsuccessful schools, and from 
three respondent groups, but also from senior high schools and junior high/middle 
schools. As a result information that breaks down the evidence and the conditions 
according to the type of secondary school is discussed. First, evidence that helped or 
hindered mediation in the two different levels is presented. Secondly, conditions that 
helped or hindered mediation programs in the two different levels is considered. And 
finally, respondent groups from these two levels provided different responses about 
evidence and conditions, and their responses are analyzed. The percentages and 
numbers representing the different respondent groups is provided. Respondents from 
118 
senior high schools and junior high/middle schools had somewhat different perspectives 
about these aspects of the research. 
Evidence That Helped Success from Type of Schools 
With regard to evidence that helped the success of mediation (see Tables 24 and 
25), 47% of the high schools (48/102) reported a decrease in violence and offered it as 
Table 24 
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Helped Mediation Programs 
by Perceived Success of Program and Type of School 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Evidence School Respondents School Respondents 
High Jr/Mid High Jr/Mid 
(N=102) (N=18) (N=6) (N=6) 
Programmatic 
Successful mediations - 
agreements hold 
30.4 44.4 16.7 33.3 
Increase in no. of student 
mediator volunteers 
18.6 22.2 33.3 0 
Trained supportive mediators 17.6 27.8 0 33.3 
Social 
Student awareness 35.5 44.4 16.7 16.7 
Student body support 35.5 16.7 0 0 
Increase in the number of 
mediations 
22.5 33.3 0 16.7 
Self-referrals by students 22.5 16.7 0 0 
Community support (coordinators 
only) 
2.9 33.3 50 0 
Institutional 
Decrease in violence and 47.1 16.7 0 0 
suspensions 
Faculty and administrative 
support 
27.5 33.3 0 16.7 
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Table 25 
Number of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Helped Mediation Programs by 
Perceived Success of Program and Type of School 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Evidence School Respondents School Respondents 
High Jr/Mid High Jr/Mid 
(N=102) (N=18) (N=6) (N=6) 
Programmatic 
Successful mediations - 31 8 1 2 
agreements hold 
Increase in the number of 
mediations 
23 6 0 1 
Increase in no. of student 
mediator volunteers 
19 4 2 0 
Trained supportive mediators 18 5 0 2 
Social 
Student awareness 36 8 1 1 
Student body support 36 3 0 0 
Self-referrals by students 23 3 0 0 
Community support 
(coordinators only) 
1(34) 2(6) 1(2) 0 
Institutional 
Decrease in violence and 48 3 0 0 
suspensions 
Faculty and administrative 
support 
28 6 0 1 
evidence of success. Only 17% of the junior high programs (3/18)reported that item. It 
is important to note that junior high/middle schools were more likely to list student 
awareness and successful mediations where agreements held than were the high schools. 
Forty-four percent of the junior high schools (8/18) saw both student awareness and 
successful mediations/agreements as evidence of success. Thirty-six percent of the high 
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schools (36/102) reported student awareness as evidence, and 30% of the high schools 
(31/102)) reported successful mediations/agreements as evidence. 
Evidence That Hindered Success From Type of Schools 
With regard to evidence that hindered successful mediations (see Tables 26 and 
27), complaints were more likely to be heard from the successful and unsuccessful 
junior high/middle schools than from the senior high schools. Thirty-nine percent of the 
junior high programs felt that the lack of administrative funding hurt their programs, 
whereas only 8% of the high schools complained of this problem. Lack of faculty 
support was three times as likely to be mentioned by the junior high/middle schools 
(22%) than the senior high schools (6%). The unsuccessful junior high/middle schools 
were also much more unhappy with scheduling conflicts (67%) than the senior high 
schools (17%). Fifty percent of them expressed a similar degree of dissatisfaction with 
the lack of faculty support, whereas 17% of the senior high schools listed this evidence 
as a hindrance. 
Conditions That Helped Success From Type of School 
There were some major conditions that benefitted successful schools’ mediation 
programs (Tables 28 and 29). Sixty-nine percent of the high schools and 56% of the 
junior high schools cited administrative support as essential to success. Fifty-two 
percent of the high schools and 44% of the junior high schools reported faculty support 
as a condition of success. One difference was over the topic of a strong training 
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Table 26 
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Hindered Mediation Programs 
by Perceived Success of Program and Type of School 
Evidence 
% of Successful 
School Respondents 











Lack of student support 15.8 22.2 16.7 0 
Lack of awareness of program 6.9 0 0 0 
Institutional 
Lack of administrative funding 7.8 38.9 50 33.3 
Scheduling problems 5.9 16.7 16.7 66.7 
Lack of faculty support 4.9 22.2 16.7 50 
Adults conduct / intervene 2.9 5.5 33.3 50 
Table 27 
Number of Respondents Reporting Evidence That Hindered Mediation Programs 
by Perceived Success of Program and Type of School 
Evidence 
% of Successful 
School Respondents 











Lack of student support 12 4 1 0 
Lack of awareness 7 0 1 0 
No change in school climate 4 1 0 0 
Institutional 
Lack of administrative funding 8 7 3 2 
Scheduling problems 6 3 1 4 
Lack of faculty support 5 4 1 3 
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Table 28 
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Helped Mediation Programs 
by Perceived Success of Program and Type of School 
Condition 
% of Successful 
School Respondents 











Full-time coordinator 34.3 38.9 0 16.7 
Quality mediators 29.4 5.6 0 16.7 
Strong training program 23.5 44.4 0 50.0 
Dedicated coordinator 20.6 27.8 0 16.7 
Social 
Student support / referrals 18.6 16.7 0 33.3 
General student awareness 17.6 22.2 16.7 16.7 
Support of school and community 16.7 16.7 0 0 
Institutional 
Administrative support 68.6 55.6 16.7 16.7 
Faculty support 52.0 44.4 16.7 83.3 
program. Forty-four percent of the junior high schools and 24% of the senior high 
schools listed this item as a condition of success. A possible explanation for this 
discrepancy might be that most student mediators were trained in junior high/middle 
schools and then graduated to the high school. There was little, if any, training beyond 
a review of the skills and exposure to new institutional policies conducted at the high 
school level. As a result, high school personnel might not have viewed mediator 
training as bearing the same weight in the success of their respective programs. More 
than a third of both junior high/middle schools (39%) agreed with the senior high 
schools (34%) about the need for a full-time coordinator. One other difference between 
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Table 29 
Number of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Helped Mediation Programs 
by Perceived Success of Program and Type of School 
Condition 
% of Successful 
School Respondents 











Full-time coordinator 35 7 0 1 
Quality mediators 30 1 0 1 
Strong training program 24 8 0 3 
Dedicated coordinator 21 5 0 1 
Social 
Student support / referrals 19 3 0 2 
General student awareness 18 4 1 1 
Support of school and community 17 3 0 0 
Institutional 
Administrative support 70 10 1 1 
Faculty support 53 8 1 5 
the two secondary levels was that 29% of the senior high schools valued quality 
mediators more than the junior high/middle schools’ 6%. A possible explanation might 
be that the senior high schools, where a strong training program is not as valued as in 
the junior high/middle schools, placed more credit for the success of their mediation 
program with the efforts of their student mediators. 
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Conditions That Hindered Success From Type of School 
Tables 30 and 31 list the conditions that hindered the success of the programs for 
the successful and unsuccessful schools. One condition that indicated some agreement 
among the secondary levels was scheduling conflicts which were reported by 28% of 
the senior high schools and by 33% of the junior high/middle schools. The unsuccessful 
senior high and junior high/middle schools conferred with 33% from the senior high 
schools and 67% from the junior high/middle schools. Twenty-eight percent of the 
junior high/middle successful schools’ respondents complained more about the lack of a 
full-time coordinator than the senior high schools’ 11%. A reverse ratio was reported 
by the unsuccessful schools where 67% of the senior high schools and 33% of the junior 
high/middle school respondents reported this hindrance to success. 
Table 30 
Percentage of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Hindered Mediation Programs 
by Perceived Success of Program and Type of School 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Condition School Respondents School Respondents 
High Jr/Mid High Jr/Mid 
(N=102) (N=18) (N=6) (N=6) 
Programmatic 
Misunderstanding the use of 
mediation 
19.6 27.8 16.7 50 
Social 
Lack of student support 16.7 11.1 50 16.7 
Institutional 
Scheduling conflicts 28.4 33.3 33.3 66.7 
Lack of faculty support 17.6 16.7 0 50 
Lack of administrative support 15.7 11.1 16.7 50 
Lack of full-time coordinator 10.8 27.8 66.7 33.3 
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Table 31 
Number of Respondents Reporting Conditions That Hindered Mediation Programs 
by Perceived Success of Program and Type of School 
% of Successful % of Unsuccessful 
Condition School Respondents School Respondents 
High Jr/Mid High Jr/Mid 
(N=102) (N=18) (N=6) (N=6) 
Programmatic 
Misunderstanding the use of 
mediation 
20 5 1 3 
Social 
Lack of student support 17 2 3 1 
Institutional 
Scheduling conflicts 29 6 2 4 
Lack of faculty support 18 3 0 3 
Lack of administrative support 16 2 1 3 
Lack of full-time coordinator 11 5 4 2 
Summary 
This chapter describes the findings from the three research questions and two 
subquestions. Responses to each can be enumerated as follows: 
Research Question 1 inquired about the objectives of peer mediation programs 
in 44 public secondary schools in Massachusetts. The responses from the coordinators 
of these school-based peer mediation programs were analyzed. Forty-two objectives 
were offered by 132 respondents of the 44 schools. The objectives were directed toward 
four groups: the student body as a whole, the student mediators, faculty and 
administrators, and the community as a whole. Objectives reported by at least 20% of 
the respondents were analyzed. Peaceful resolution of conflict was reported by at least 
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75% of the coordinators. Four other objectives, learning alternative ways of dealing 
with violence, improve climate in classrooms and schools, reduce fights and arguments 
before they become serious, and teach students to talk out their problems were listed by 
at least 41% of the coordinators. These five objectives were the most common 
objectives reported by the coordinators of the 44 school-based peer mediation programs. 
Subquestion 1 inquires about the extent of the peer mediation program’s success. 
Data concerning respondents’ perceptions regarding the success or lack of success of 
each school-based peer mediation program was determined by averaging the individual 
ratings from the school’s three respondents. The respondents used a Likert scale to rate 
the success of their respective mediation program. Following this formula, four 
programs were rated as highly successful, 36 programs as successful, four programs as 
unsuccessful, and no program as highly unsuccessful. 
Subquestion 2 inquires about the differences of peer mediation objectives for 
programs reported as successful and unsuccessful. It was determined that successful 
programs conducted successful peer mediation programs and unsuccessful programs 
conducted unsuccessful mediation programs. The objectives of unsuccessful schools 
were often more global in their scope and the achievement of these objectives was more 
difficult to measure. Successful schools’ objectives were more focused on the student 
body and the mediators of the program and they appeared to be easier to measure. 
Research Question 2 solicits respondents’ examples of evidence that 
demonstrated that their mediation program was or was not successful. Some evidence 
was institutional in nature, some examples were programmatic, and others were social. 
There was no unanimity among the 132 respondents about the examples of evidence. A 
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decrease in violence and suspensions was reported by 43% of the successful programs 
and only 25% of the unsuccessful schools offered as evidence that peer mediation 
agreements held. The unsuccessful schools had some major complaints about the 
evidence that hindered success. Forty-two percent of the unsuccessful program 
respondents listed scheduling problems, interference in mediation, and lack of 
administrative funding as obstacles to program success. 
Research Question 3 inquires about the conditions within the schools and the 
community that were perceived to contribute to the success or lack of success of the 
peer mediation programs. Administrative support was reported by 62% of all the 
respondents as a condition necessary for success. Faculty support was the second most 
common condition, listed by 51% of the total respondents. It was also noted that 
conditions considered to be the most essential to the success or to the lack of success of 
peer mediation programs were institutional. Successful schools’ respondents were 
much more reliant on the support of administrators; 88% of the coordinators, 48% of 
the counselors and 44% of the principals listed this condition. Among the unsuccessful 
schools’ respondents, faculty support helped more than administrative support. Fifty 
percent of the unsuccessful programs rated the support of the faculty well above the 
support of the administrators which was reported by a mere 17% as a condition that 
helped their programs. The major complaint from both successful and unsuccessful 
schools was scheduling conflicts that impacted peer mediations. Thirty-seven percent 
of all respondents listed this as a hindrance to the success of their programs. Fifty 
percent of the unsuccessful schools and 35% of the successful schools chose this 
condition as their greatest obstacle to success. 
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Beyond these data, there were other important findings. It appeared that some 
respondents might have misunderstood the differences and nuances in the terms 
"evidence" and "condition." When successful schools’ respondents used similar 
statements for evidence and conditions, a discrepancy in responses appeared. For 
instance, administrative and faculty support garnered different response rates when used 
as evidence than when used as condition. Administrative support was listed by 28% of 
the successful schools’ respondents as evidence of success and yet was listed by 67% of 
these same respondents as a condition of success. There were also different 
interpretations and results about evidence and conditions among senior high and junior 
high/middle schools. This was evident in the reported decrease in violence and 
suspensions in school: 47% of senior high schools and only 17% of junior high/middle 
schools reported this example of evidence to demonstrate the success of their peer 
mediation programs. Junior high/middle schools were more conscious of student 
awareness and successful mediations where agreements held. Forty-four percent of this 
level reported these two examples as evidence that indicated the success of peer 
mediation, whereas 36% of the senior high schools reported it. 
The analysis of the objectives, evidence and conditions of the 44 peer mediation 
programs in this study supports the conclusion that every school’s program and 
environment are unique. To learn about the nature of peer mediation programs in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts it is necessary to broaden the research in a number of 
ways. In addition to the summary and findings, Chapter 5 makes recommendations to 




RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
AND PRACTICAL ACTION 
This chapter presents a summary of the study. The summary describes the three 
basic elements of the study: the problem, the purpose of the research, and the approach 
used. Also major findings of the investigation are discussed. The chapter concludes by 
suggesting further research into conditions likely to influence the operation of peer 
mediation programs, and by recommending practical actions for creating conditions 
intended to improve learning in schools. 
Summary of the Study 
Violence in our nation’s schools has become endemic, and educators are turning 
increasingly to violence prevention programs, such as peer mediation, to curtail the 
problem. Pressures from political leaders and parents have also shouldered many 
administrators to seek a quick fix to this urgent problem. Some school systems adopt 
programs such as peer mediation without adequate information to guide their efforts, 
and the measures inaugurated have not always been successful. One of the problems 
has been the unavailability of useful research for educators who wish to learn about the 
implementation, practice and evaluation of peer mediation. There are a great number of 
testimonials about the effectiveness of mediation programs, but often these schools 
cannot document their claims of program success. The absence of appropriate research 
has shortchanged many beleaguered administrators anxious to adopt peer mediation 
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under the pressures from the school and community. Without properly researching the 
effectiveness of these violence prevention programs, educators run the risk of 
squandering limited tax dollars on questionable violence prevention programs. 
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the nature of peer 
mediation programs in 44 secondary public schools throughout the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, and to describe the objectives, evidence, and conditions within these 
school programs that fostered such success. Several factors were considered for in- 
depth study to determine the nature of peer mediation programs. Those factors included 
the objectives of peer mediation programs, the evidence of program success, and the 
conditions within the school environment that contributed to the success of the 
programs. 
Three research questions guided the investigation of peer mediation programs in 
local secondary schools. The first question concerned the perceptions of mediation 
coordinators regarding program objectives. To assist with data interpretation of 
question one, two subquestions were created, one to determine the extent of program 
success, the other to describe the similarities and differences of objectives. The second 
question explored the evidence of success that reflects the program’s degree of success. 
The third question investigated the conditions in the school environment which are 
likely to influence the operation of the programs. The three questions and two 
subquestions are: 
Question 1 - What are the objectives of school-based peer mediation programs? 
Subquestion 1 - To what extent is the peer mediation program perceived 
to be successful? 
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Subquestion 2 - What are the similarities and differences of objectives 
between peer mediation programs reported to be successful and those 
reported to be unsuccessful? 
Question 2 - What is the evidence that peer mediation programs are successful 
or unsuccessful? 
Question 3 - What are the conditions that are perceived to contribute to the 
success or lack of success of peer mediation programs? 
The data collecting instrument used by the study was an open-ended 
questionnaire for assessing the perceptions of principals, coordinators and counselors 
about the success of peer mediation programs in 44 public secondary schools in 
Massachusetts. The 44 coordinators were specifically questioned about the objectives of 
their schools’ peer mediation programs, and all 132 respondents were canvassed about 
evidence of program success or lack of success and about conditions within their school 
environments that helped or hindered the success of the programs. Respondents were 
also instructed to rate the level of success of their school’s peer mediation program. 
These data were separated and analyzed under three headings; combined schools, 
successful schools only and unsuccessful schools only. Similarities and differences of 
program objectives, evidence and conditions were described. The findings of this 
research are presented below. 
Major Findings 
Question 1 addressed coordinator perceptions of the objectives of peer mediation 
programs. The responses to this question varied, and only one objective was cited by a 
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majority of the coordinators. From the original list of 42 objectives, 75% of the 
respondents listed peaceful resolution of conflict. The major conclusion about the 
objectives of the peer mediation programs analyzed in this study was that every school’s 
objectives were unique. This central point was reinforced throughout the study and 
generally in the literature about peer mediation. Data in the tables and the appendices 
reflected the variety of objectives listed by the coordinators and the wide discrepancy of 
objectives between programs. From the total list of 42 objectives, 14 objectives were 
the most commonly reported by the coordinators. The objectives were listed by 
coordinators from both successful and unsuccessful programs, and only objectives 
reported by at least 20% of the coordinators were analyzed. Only one objective, 
peaceful resolution of conflict, was reported by a majority of the school programs ( 75% 
of both successful and unsuccessful programs). Four other objectives were reported by 
41% or more of the respondents from both successful and unsuccessful schools. To 
learn alternative ways of dealing with violence was offered by 48% of the coordinators 
from successful and unsuccessful schools. Improving the climate in school and the 
classroom was reported by 46% of the coordinators; reducing the number of fights and 
arguments before they become serious was reported by 43% of the coordinators; and 
teaching students to talk out their problems was reported by 41% of the coordinators. 
The designation as a successful or unsuccessful program was determined after 
averaging the ratings from each school’s three respondents. Respondents were 
instructed to indicate if their mediation program was highly successful, successful, 
unsuccessful or highly unsuccessful. Four schools were rated highly successful, 36 
schools were rated successful, four programs were rated unsuccessful, and no school 
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was rated highly unsuccessful. Over 90% of the respondents (120 out of 132) classified 
their respective school’s peer mediation program as successful. Identification of the 
school programs as successful or unsuccessful was necessary to differentiate the 
objectives, evidence and conditions that were analyzed in succeeding questions. 
The 44 different programs represented unique environments, and each of 
these environments presented a different set of circumstances that influenced or dictated 
the program’s objectives. Successful and unsuccessful schools shared some similar 
objectives and differed about others. Seventy-five percent of the coordinators from both 
successful and unsuccessful schools reported peaceful resolution of conflict as their 
most important objective. These different schools generally agreed about two other 
objectives — learn alternative ways of dealing with violence and improve the climate in 
school and the classroom. The coordinators disagreed over a number of others. Forty- 
five percent of the successful schools and 25% of the unsuccessful schools disagreed 
about reducing the number of fights and arguments before they got serious. Forty-three 
percent of the successful schools and 25% of the unsuccessful schools differed over 
teaching students to talk out their problems as an objective. Fifty percent of the 
unsuccessful schools’ coordinators and only 10% of the successful schools’ 
coordinators reported system-wide mediation training for all students. Experience in 
peacemaking was listed by 17% of the successful schools and by 75% of the successful 
schools. Lifetime mediation skills was listed by 25% of the successful schools and by 
50% of the unsuccessful schools. System-wide mediation training for all students 
reflected another difference. Ten percent of the successful schools and 50% of the 
unsuccessful schools listed this objective. However, there were 11 other objectives and, 
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from these, nine reflected widely different percentages among the coordinators. The 
objectives provided by the coordinators of the successful schools and by the 
coordinators of the unsuccessful schools indicated seemingly divergent purposes for 
their peer mediation programs. Many of the objectives reported by the unsuccessful 
schools appeared to be more global and perhaps unrealistic in their intent. These 
objectives include all the student in the school receiving training in mediation or 
experiencing success in peacemaking. It would be very difficult to monitor and 
measure the achievement of these objectives, and as a result many of these schools 
identified their programs as unsuccessful. The objectives of the successful schools did 
not include this type of wording nor intent. The similarities and differences of 
objectives reinforces the belief that every school-based peer mediation program is 
unique, and that there is no profile of a successful mediation program. 
The absence of any unanimity among coordinators about program objectives 
underscored the futility of offering a profile of a typically successful mediation 
program. The absence of significant similarities of objectives among the successful and 
unsuccessful schools also demonstrated the need to describe the success of each 
program separately, particularly when attempting to show the connection of program 
objectives to the evidence of success offered by respondents in the PMSQ. The wide 
range of objectives also illustrated the difficulty of attempting to identify these 
programs as a block of either successful or unsuccessful programs, and that different 
methods for investigating the success of mediation programs needed to be created. 
There were far more differences than similarities between successful and 
unsuccessful mediation program objectives. Very few objectives were shared by the 
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coordinators of the successful schools. Only five out of 42 objectives were reported by 
more than 40% of these coordinators. Fifty percent or more of the coordinators of the 
unsuccessful programs reported only six objectives, but their numbers are so small that 
any generalizations about unsuccessful programs would be highly speculative. 
Successful and unsuccessful school mediation programs established their own 
objectives without needing to parrot any other school program, and 40 of these 44 
schools identified their programs as successful. Communication between school-based 
mediation programs might help the unsuccessful school programs establish successful 
programs, but this does not seem to be essential to success. 
Question 2 addressed the perceptions of respondents about the evidence of 
successful or unsuccessful programs. There were nine general examples of evidence 
offered by the 132 respondents to the Peer Mediation Status Questionnaire. Evidence 
was divided into two segments — evidence that contributed to the success of the 
mediation program and evidence that hindered the success of the mediation program. 
Evidence that contributed to success or hindered success of the peer mediation programs 
varied between successful and unsuccessful schools. No single example of evidence 
demonstrated success in the majority of successful school programs. A decrease in 
violence and suspensions was the sole example of evidence listed by a significant 
number (39%)of the respondents. This finding corroborated much of the literature. The 
evaluations conducted by the Ohio Commission on Dispute Resolution (1990), 
California’s Dispute Resolution Services (1989), the Wakefield Pilot Peer Mediation 
Program (1988), and Massachusetts’ School Mediation Associates (1995), reported that 
suspensions were noticeably reduced in the programs they examined. The Ohio study 
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claimed that suspensions were cut in half the year after peer mediation was instituted. 
However, the study of violence prevention programs by Wilson-Brewer (1990) found 
that the outcome of preventing violence among youth could not be directly attributed to 
mediation programs: 
Although some cited actual reductions in violence as an achievement 
(e.g., reductions in violent acts, a decrease in fighting that resulted in 
fewer office referrals, and reduced suspension rates for fighting in 
schools where the program was operating), this was the exception rather 
than the rule. For the most part, the achievements (by the respondents in 
the questionnaire) listed were so diverse that they defied strict 
categorization. 
The remaining eight diverse examples of evidence suggested a lack of unanimity 
among the 120 successful school respondents about the evidence of successful 
mediation programs. The 12 respondents from the unsuccessful programs were unable 
to offer much evidence of success as well. A pattern similar to the successful programs 
was seen in the evidence provided by the unsuccessful schools. Understandably, there 
was no outstandingly significant example of evidence of success in these programs. 
The respondents did not provide an overwhelming amount of evidence that either 
helped or hindered mediation in support of their claims of success or lack of success. 
The fact that no single overwhelming example of evidence in successful 
programs emerged from the data was significant in itself. Clearly, a profile of success 
did not exist among mediation programs. Based on the evidence, not only was every 
school program different, but the designation of success in each school had to be self 
determined. If this was the case, then a correlation between the objectives and the 
resulting evidence could be legitimately drawn in order to properly identify each 
program. Having clearly stated objectives was therefore essential if the evidence of 
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success was to be understood in light of these objectives. If perceptions of the 
respondents were the source for determining the success of a program and also 
designating the evidence and conditions of success, then corroboration by the 
respondents was essential in order to establish some validity about the degree of 
success, and the evidence and the conditions of success. A problem that arose in this 
research about evidence was that some respondents identified evidentiary information as 
conditions and vice versa. One person’s evidence of success was often another person’s 
condition of success. This apparent confusion over the meaning of the terms led to 
some disparity in the reporting of faculty support and administrative support as 
evidence and later as conditions for success. Both of these factors were more likely to 
be reported as conditions of success, but they did turn up as evidence as well, although 
in smaller numbers. This situation suggests a number of things. Perhaps respondents 
may not have been clear about the differences in meaning and nuances of the two terms, 
or they may not have devoted enough time to the PMSQ because of their busy 
schedules. 
Exploration of the factors that hindered the mediation programs of the 
unsuccessful schools showed some significant results. Three examples, each reported 
by 42% of the respondents, demonstrated potential concerns for all mediation programs: 
drawbacks of adult interventions, scheduling problems, and the lack of administrative 
funding. These hindrances were shared by some successful programs as well, and 
mediation programs must be prepared to address these three major possible roadblocks 
to successful implementation. The study conducted by Wilson-Brewer (1990) 
underscored this finding. Among the three main barriers to making programs 
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successful, she found that securing adequate funding was the single most important 
concern cited by a large majority of the respondents. For almost all the programs 
Wilson-Brewer studied, stable, long-term funding was nonexistent. However, in the 
present study the lack of funding may not indicate a total absence of funding for the 
mediation program. Respondents did not accompany their statements about lack of 
funding with qualifiers such as total or adequate. A looseness of language by the 
respondents did plague this research, and the meaning of this particular example of 
evidence was not clear. Whether total or adequate, a lack of funding was a hindrance to 
mediation in some of the schools in this study. 
Institutional evidence presented the most hindrances to the success of mediation 
programs. Adult intervention in mediation, lack of administrative funding, and 
scheduling conflicts headed the list of hindrances. In the case of hindrances to success 
it was the coordinators from both the successful and unsuccessful schools who appeared 
to be the most dissatisfied, particularly about the lack of administrative funding. It was 
also noted that the respondents provided relatively little evidence, whether as 
contributions or hindrances to success, to support their claims of success or lack of 
success. In order to understand the nature of successful and unsuccessful mediation 
programs, it was necessary to examine the conditions that helped or hindered the 
success of these programs. 
Question 3 investigated the conditions within schools and their communities that 
helped or hindered program success. Conditions in schools which contributed to the 
success or hindered the success of peer mediation programs varied from school to 
school. Six conditions that contributed to the success of mediation programs were listed 
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by at least 20% of the respondents from both successful and unsuccessful schools. 
Similar to the reporting of the objectives and evidence, there was no single condition 
that contributed to success offered by an overwhelming majority of both successful and 
unsuccessful schools’ respondents. Similar to the evidence, institutional conditions 
were the most important contributions to the success of the mediation programs. The 
supportive role of administration was a primary condition for successful programs. 
Sixty-two percent of the total number of respondents listed administrative support, and 
51% of these respondents reported faculty support. More specifically, administrative 
support was listed by 67% of the successful schools respondents, but only by 17% of 
the unsuccessful schools’ respondents. On the other hand, faculty support was reported 
by 51% of the successful schools’ respondents and by 50% of the unsuccessful schools’ 
respondents. The responses in the questionnaire were not clear about the role of 
administration in mediation, but the results of the study indicate that the support of 
administration was a dominant factor in the achievement of the successful programs, 
and its absence was a primary condition for the lack of success in the unsuccessful 
programs. Program coordinators and principals of the successful schools appeared to be 
the most satisfied with administrative support and faculty support. Eighty-eight percent 
of the coordinators and 65% of the principals reported administrative support, and 55% 
of the coordinators and 68% of the principals listed faculty support as conditions that 
helped the success of their respective programs. 
Scheduling conflicts, an institutional issue, headed the list of six conditions that 
hindered the success of mediation programs. Thirty-one percent of the total respondents 
listed it as a condition. This was seen as even more of a concern when the percentages 
were divided by school success. Fifty percent of the unsuccessful schools reported 
scheduling conflicts as opposed to 29% for the successful schools. Unsuccessful 
schools included three other institutional conditions as hindrances to success: lack of a 
full-time coordinator; lack of administrative support; and lack of faculty support. 
Coordinators seemed to be the most dissatisfied respondent group, particularly around 
the issue of scheduling conflicts. 
The literature indicated that organizational issues ranked high among the 
problems blocking the success of some programs. McCormick (1988) observed that 
coordinators reported that organizational or institutional concerns, such as difficulties 
with scheduling and the lack of streamlined programs, were at the heart of the problems 
with mediation programs. Administrative support and faculty support were the two 
institutional or organizational conditions reported most frequently (67% and 51%, 
respectively) by the respondents of the successful programs in the present study. 
Wilson-Brewer (1990) also reported the absence of administrative support and faculty 
support as the main barriers to success in the violence programs she examined. Studies 
completed by Greenwald and Johnson (1986), Carpenter and Parco (1993), Araki 
(1990), Pilati (19940, and Metis Associates (1988) found that strong administrative 
support and sufficient teacher training were two factors that fostered program 
effectiveness. Administrative support meant providing resources such as financial 
support, personnel, coordination of scheduling, and high-quality training of staff. 
Sufficient teacher training referred to the presence of a staff who understood, 
appreciated and practiced the skills of mediation. 
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Dedicated faculty members, who were knowledgeable and supportive of peer 
mediation and who could model those skills and provide students opportunities to 
practice their skills, were essential to the success of programs. The present study 
supported the literature about the importance of faculty who felt empowered and 
involved in the decision-making process. The lack of informed faculty was a situation 
that respondents working in the school systems cited as a major barrier to their work 
(Wilson-Brewer, 1990). 
A third institutional condition, a full-time program coordinator, was observed to 
be important in this research. Someone who was committed, caring, capable, and 
available for sufficient periods of time had to be responsible for coordinating the 
program (Davis & Porter, 1985). The Dispute Management in the Schools Project 
(DMSP) found that a full time coordinator responsible for the management of the 
program was essential. Carpenter and Parco (1993), Schroeder (1990), Araki (1990), 
Pilati ( 1994) concurred that a dedicated advocate within the schools who could 
facilitate the details of the program was necessary to assure the success of the programs. 
The findings in the current study indicated less emphasis on the role of the program 
coordinator. A full-time program coordinator was listed by only a third (33%) of the 
respondents of the successful schools. This percentage does not seem to make a very 
strong case for the coordinator as an essential condition for success. The lack of a full¬ 
time coordinator was reported by 50% of the respondents as a cause of unsuccessful 
programs. This situation suggests that the absence of a coordinator had a greater impact 
than the presence of one at least for the unsuccessful schools. 
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Another institutional concern among the unsuccessful schools was scheduling 
conflicts. Fifty percent of these respondents agreed that this institutional issue was a 
barrier to the success of their respective programs. The coordinators appeared to be the 
most concerned about scheduling conflicts. Fifty percent of the successful and 75 % of 
the unsuccessful coordinators found this to be a fault in their programs. 
Some additional institutional concerns were also expressed by some of the 
school professionals. Institutional concerns, those that dealt with issues connected 
and/or controlled by the school, administration, and faculty themselves, were the 
paramount problems voiced by the respondents. Among these concerns was the need 
for (more) financial support for programs in the schools, something which is generally 
the domain of school administrators and school committees. Administrative funding as 
well as administrative support were two of the most significant responses to the 
question about the conditions that contributed to the success of mediation programs. 
The unsuccessful programs also indicated that the lack of funding and support from 
administrators were the crucial causes for their programs’ lack of success. The 
unsuccessful schools’ programs also reported that faculty support should be a necessary 
component in the operation of a successful peer mediation program. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
and Practical Action 
The remainder of this chapter will suggest studies that will extend the meaning 
of the current investigation, and will discuss further research suggested by the findings 
of the present study. The researcher presents three separate sets of recommendations as 
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the ultimate goal of this research. First, recommendations are proposed to extend the 
present study regarding the improvement of the methodology of the present research 
should it be repeated. Next, recommendations for additional research on tangential 
topics are presented. Recommendations for practical action will then be advanced. 
Present Study 
The present study revealed some problems with the content of the questionnaire 
and the methodology employed to collect this information. Many school-based peer 
mediation programs were not included in the study because of the difficulty of 
identifying public secondary schools in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts which 
had active mediation programs. The problems encountered in initially identifying the 
mediation programs and in subsequently collecting the questionnaires from each of the 
program’s three respondents illustrate the current disorganized state of affairs about 
school-based peer mediation programs in the Commonwealth. No central, organized 
list of these school-based programs exists and no agency or organization is 
knowledgeable about the extent and nature of school-based peer mediation programs in 
the state. Once programs were finally identified, problems of enlisting their cooperation 
in the study surfaced. Collecting the PMSQ from many of the school’s three 
respondents was a another major obstacle and resulted in many follow-up telephone 
calls, some of which did not succeed. Generally, principals responded cooperatively, 
but often the collection of the completed questionnaire from other respondent groups 
was only achieved after a protracted struggle. 
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A more effective procedure for collecting the requested information from 
respondents is necessary. One of the associated problems was the time constraint that a 
study such as this one encountered. Contacting the respondents and collecting the 
questionnaires were major problems at the inception of this research. Many of the 
anticipated respondents were initially difficult to reach, and follow-up telephone calls 
and second mailings were not always successful in achieving cooperation from the 
targeted respondents. The difficulty encountered in gathering responses to the PMSQ 
led to two mailings and follow-up telephone calls to many respondents. Future research 
into mediation will need to formulate a more systematic method of identifying schools 
with peer mediation programs, and then applying a more effective process of obtaining 
questionnaires from delinquent respondents. 
The difficulty of collecting the questionnaires from the respondents leads one to 
conclude that a more feasible and more productive manner of distributing and collecting 
the questionnaire was not possible at this time. Considering the absence of any 
organized umbrella group to locate school programs and to coordinate and expedite the 
distribution and collection of questionnaires, this study succeeded in its goals. 
A further concern was the value and use of school counselor perceptions in a 
study about peer mediation. The counselors were generally not the most supportive 
reporters of the efforts of the mediation program. As a group, they provided the least 
amount of information about the evidence and conditions of success. Many of the 
counselors left blank entire sections of the questionnaire, and follow up telephone calls 
to them did not always succeed in gathering missing data. Perhaps classroom teachers 
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should have been included in this study because, as Crary (1992) pointed out, they were 
in a better position to witness the "big picture" of student interactions. 
Some concerns that arose in the course of this research directly impacted the 
findings. The three school personnel completed the PMSQ after considering and 
perhaps observing the peer mediation program at their school. Perhaps they also 
interviewed students, mediators, other school personnel, and maybe even one another 
before returning the questionnaire. However, the origin of their answers is merely 
conjecture, and the sources of the respondents’ answers on the PMSQ, though not 
germane to this study, might be an area for further study. Their perceptions, possibly 
based on observation and consultation, were reported in the PMSQ. Empirical, 
quantitative data, such as school records or peer mediation statistics, were not submitted 
by any of the respondents in this study. As a result, the conclusions from this study are 
not predicated on objectively determined conditions existing in the mediation programs, 
but on subjective perceptions from the respondents. However, these three school 
personnel were, as already stated, considered the most reliable sources for information 
about the workings of their school’s peer mediation program, and their responses were 
the sole source of data for this study. 
The perceptions of student mediators and student disputants were not included in 
this study primarily because their views and perceptions were the basis for many other 
studies of peer mediation programs throughout the United States. The perceptions of 
parents and community members were also purposely omitted from this study, and 
perhaps their input as possibly objective "outsiders" might have been valuable. The 
major reason for their absence in this study was that the information that they might 
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have been able to share would be less informed and less useful because of their lack of 
access to the schools. These external contributors would not be generally familiar with 
the culture of the school nor be cognizant of student and staff issues impacting peer 
mediation programs. Their perceptions, therefore, might be questionable at best and 
marginal at least, and contribute very little new information to the issues raised in this 
study. 
On the other hand, perceptions from people outside the schools might have been 
helpful in securing more financial assistance for the mediation program. If community 
members perceived mediation as successful, then they might have voted more funding 
for mediation programs. Many peer mediation program coordinators complain of a lack 
of funding from school committees/school boards. Conversely, a lack of monetary 
support might be evidence that a community and/or the school committee had lost faith 
in a program which had not demonstrated the anticipated program effectiveness. This 
situation might be exacerbated if there was no concrete, quantitative evidence to support 
program success. Clearly, effective accounting of the results of mediation programs has 
to be implemented. 
Longitudinal studies based on quantitative evidence over a longer time frame are 
recommended in order to demonstrate changes and/or improvements, if any, in a 
program. One school in the central part of the Commonwealth maintained records over 
a number of years, and was able to see a steady growth of student mediations over that 
time period. Such records provided concrete documentation for that school’s continued 
support of its peer mediation program. The school’s interpretation of that data might 
have facilitated the tracking of any variables that influenced the success of the programs 
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and provided that system with more useful information to evaluate their program. That 
particular school, unfortunately, did not provide any of this quantitative data in the 
PMSQ. 
The lack of quantitative data from school systems was a serious obstacle in 
considering objective material for this study. Collecting data from school systems that 
did not maintain documentation for their peer mediation program from year to year 
placed pressures on the respondents to rely on their personal observations, recollections, 
and expectations. An example of this problem was the absence of a formal list of 
program objectives from any of the schools. It was unclear why coordinators did not 
send any formal documents listing the peer mediation objectives. The missing 
documents, however, might not actually negate their existence. Perhaps the program 
coordinators misunderstood the request. The PMSQ asked the coordinators to supply a 
formal list of program objectives if one existed, but it did not ask coordinators to state 
whether such a list existed. If the school program had a document, the coordinators 
were asked to include it in the PMSQ. Further research might include a more effective 
request for formal documents about program objectives. 
Another drawback in conducting this research was the timing of the request for 
information from the respondents. In discussion with respondents during and after this 
study, it became evident that many unforeseen problems with returning completed 
questionnaires occurred. The optimum time for the request for data was difficult to 
gauge because it was never clear what time of the year would be best for an inquiry 
about a peer mediation program’s status/success. If the request had been sent early in 
the new school year, the respondents might have already been burdened with start-up 
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concerns and pressures, making the request for data difficult to fulfill. A further 
difficulty in requesting the data in the early part of the school year was the respondents’ 
lack of time to observe the peer mediation program in action at the school. If the 
request arrived too late in the school year, it might have been ignored because the 
respondents were once again swamped with end-of-the-year duties. The requested data 
were also based on a respondent’s analysis of the program in the current year, and 
therefore the optimum time for the request would be near the end of the school year. 
With the close of the school year and the start of summer vacation, two of the three 
respondents were generally not available at the school to complete the questionnaire or 
receive phone calls. Follow-up phone calls and communication and correspondence 
were often conducted with secretarial staffs who could not contact the respondents. 
During the summer, some principals were available and graciously answered the 
requests for data. But the coordinators and the counselors were usually not available 
throughout the summer months, and the PMSQ was not returned from many of the 
originally contacted programs. The succeeding school year resurrected the same 
problems in collecting missing data. The research, therefore, was hampered by the 
timing of the requests, and the disappointing number of responses was reflective of 
these other issues facing educators at both the beginning and end of the school year. A 
more effective plan might be to send a letter to the schools in general and to the 
individual respondents in particular to "establish a beachhead" at each of the schools. 
This early salvo might permit respondents enough time to plan their responses to each 
of the research questions and to return the questionnaire in a more timely way. 
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Follow-up telephone requests for missing or incomplete data from respondents 
were made in the middle of the 1996-1997 school year, and at the semester break, in 
February, 1997. A telephone call to each school that had an unretumed questionnaire 
was made directly to one of the school’s respondents. This more personalized request 
was made to engage a respondent in coordinating the distribution, collection, and return 
of missing questionnaires from any other respondents at that school. The procedure was 
conducted at mid-year and met with limited success. A third contact with unresponsive 
respondents was made at the end of the third quarter of the school year. Collection of 
any remaining data occurred through telephone questionnaires. In each of these 
telephone calls the respondent granted permission to be recorded beforehand. A tape 
recorder was used in order to later transcribe the conversation onto a questionnaire 
form. Some respondents had difficulty with this arrangement as well, and a decision 
was finally made to abandon the search for further data. In spite of the three separate 
requests, it was still only possible to gather data from a total of 44 schools in 
Massachusetts. Some schools managed only one response from the three targeted 
respondents, and the pursuit of any further data was ended. Those schools that had sent 
in two out of the three responses were usually pursued until the third respondent from 
that school complied with the request. Follow-up telephone calls required doggedness 
and the cooperation of other school personnel, such as school secretaries who were 
available during the entire year. The assistance of secretaries and other school 
personnel was essential in successfully tracking down the last of the respondents. 
Another drawback to research about peer mediation programs was the lack of 
any evidence other than recollections and hearsay about the effectiveness of peer 
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mediation programs. Very few respondents indicated that their programs had any 
carefully recorded documentation to support the alleged results of the peer mediation 
program. Future research might attempt to instruct program directors about the 
importance and use of proper quantitative records. 
The absence of some state-wide or regional clearinghouse or parent organization 
to oversee the efforts of peer mediation programs in the schools was another problem in 
the collection of the data for the research. The now defunct Association of 
Massachusetts Peer Mediators (AMPM) had functioned as an informal organization to 
work toward common school-based mediation goals. Some of the goals were the 
identification and securing of available state grants and funds, peer mediator training 
and information sharing. However, this organization had very little authority to 
coordinate the efforts of mediation programs, and was never able to generate a 
comprehensive list of mediation schools in the Commonwealth. There were, however, a 
number of non-profit organizations, such as the Massachusetts Association of Peer 
Practitioners, and semi-private companies, such as School Mediation Associates, that 
provided some general clearinghouse efforts, but their respective headquarters were 
located in the eastern part of the state and their lists of the peer mediation programs 
were not complete. These organizations also embraced a larger constituency that 
included community-wide peer mediation programs. The Commonwealth has one 
program, Student Conflict Resolution Experts, SCORE, which is coordinated and 
partially funded by the state’s Attorney General’s Office. However, this program 
oversees only a handful of schools, most of which are located in urban areas in the 
eastern part of the state. The SCORE program clearly did not present itself as 
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representative of the mediation programs throughout the state. The SCORE program 
has expanded in the last year, but the officials from this program were not able to 
provide a definitive list of school-based mediation programs in the Commonwealth for 
this research. 
Another concern voiced by many coordinators was a growing interest in the field 
of school mediation expressed by other groups, among them the legal profession. This 
new development will certainly impact school mediation, but the results are difficult to 
predict at this time. One possible problem could be the difficulty of maintaining the 
integrity of school-based peer mediation programs if outside mediators, whether 
attorneys or community workers, enter the schools to provide this service. There is 
concern too that peer mediation would be seriously altered if the management of 
programs was taken from the hands of school personnel and student mediators were 
replaced with salaried adults. However, the addition of this type of enterprise to the 
schools might ensure better management and provide greater demonstrable success to 
peer mediation programs. This new school adjunct might be more capable of collecting 
and maintaining documentation about the mediation program’s progress and of 
reporting concrete findings to the school community. Their findings might include 
empirical data rather than current perceptions and hearsay from school personnel. At 
this point in time, the appearance, value and impact of these outside groups are 
speculative, and their current access to and influence on school programs is negligible. 
A clearer understanding of the coordinators’ meaning of the objectives was 
essential in order to draw valid conclusions from the study. Coordinators were asked to 
list the objectives of the peer mediation programs if a formal document was unavailable. 
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Since no documents were sent, the coordinators listed the objectives of the mediation 
program as they perceived them. The simple listing of program objectives provided too 
much latitude for possible misinterpretation by the researcher. Any further research 
needs to reconsider the use of an open-ended type of questionnaire as used in this 
present study, where coordinators are granted the freedom to identify their program 
objectives without being provided some predetermined list from which to choose. The 
reported list of 42 varying objectives was unwieldy and it made analysis and subsequent 
categorization difficult. A predetermined list of objectives might have assisted 
coordinators avoid stating unclear or synonymous objectives. 
It was also important to clearly define the terms "goals" and "objectives" for the 
respondents. Some respondents may not have understood the nuances between the two 
terms and therefore did not differentiate between them in the answers in the PMSQ. 
Follow-up telephone calls to clarify meanings from the respondents were not always 
effective. The respondents must be instructed to provide a brief explanation of each 
objective or select an already predetermined explanation that most closely describes the 
reported objective or objectives. This step would avoid the ambiguity of meanings that 
emerged when the 42 objectives were collected from the coordinators. 
The objectives should have been reported by all three respondents, or perhaps by 
the group of three respondents after they had had some time to confer. The three 
respondents’ objectives could have then been consolidated and a smaller variety of 
objectives could be analyzed. The respondents could also prioritize their objectives or 
indicate some intensity by assigning numbers in descending order. The respondents 
could also draw some connections between the objectives they offer and the evidence 
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and conditions they include. It could be stated that each objective would require some 
corroboration of success or lack of success, particularly in the evidence reported. 
Research needs to be conducted to learn more about successful and unsuccessful 
mediation programs in the Commonwealth. This current study examined 44 school- 
based mediation programs, and any generalizations about the status of school-based 
peer mediation in Massachusetts would be incomplete and possibly even inaccurate. 
Forty of these 44 programs claimed success. The claim of that success or lack of 
success rested on the achievement of program objectives. It was not evident if the 
objectives provided by the coordinators represented the true objectives of the programs 
they reported. The inclusion of a formal document from each that truly represents the 
peer mediation’s objectives would legitimize the evidence and conditions furnished by 
the respondents to support their claims. Before any future research into the nature of 
peer mediation is conducted, targeted schools should be notified about the researcher’s 
need for a formal document listing program objectives. Schools should be encouraged 
to prepare such a document, chronicle the achievement of the objectives for an entire 
school year, and be prepared to report that record, preferably as quantitative data, in the 
questionnaire at the end of the school year. 
The order of the questions in the PMSQ should be reconsidered. Subquestion 1 
asked the respondents to select one of four choices on a Likert scale to indicate the 
extent of the program’s success. Rather than including this subquestion at the 
beginning of the questionnaire, it should have been stated at the end of the PMSQ. 
After thinking about examples of evidence and conditions that helped or hindered the 
success of the program in their respective schools, the respondents should then have 
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selected one of the four choices. Perhaps they would have then rated the mediation 
program without trying to prove the program successful or unsuccessful. 
The respondents provided their own perceptions of success, and perhaps they 
should have been asked to confer with the other two respondents before making their 
choices. The extent of success should rest on the achievement of the program 
objectives. Two of the three respondents, however, were not asked to give the 
objectives of the program, and therefore they may not have been able to properly know 
if the program was successful or not successful. Again, the respondents’ designation of 
the degree of program success should have been linked to definitive examples of 
evidence, and perhaps even conditions which they would also provide. 
The extent of program success was determined from the perceptions of the 
respondents. It was impossible to learn the criteria respondents used to make those 
choices. Some schools offered vastly different ratings from their three respondents. 
How could these people perceive such different circumstances in the same school 
program? It might be important to know if the respondents conferred with other 
members of their school community, observed behaviors, interviewed student mediators 
and disputants, or acted only on perceptions before recording their decision on the 
PMSQ. Future studies should specifically instruct the respondents to "research" the 
school’s peer mediation program in order to report more accurate responses in the 
PMSQ. 
A number of the respondents used statements that were actually goals and not 
objectives. The definition of the terms and a clarification of their differences should 
have been included in the PMSQ in order to reduce possible coordinator confusion 
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about meanings. It was anticipated initially that coordinators would return a formal 
document listing the program’s objectives. Since none of the coordinators provided 
such a list, they reported the objectives as they perceived them. This presented a 
problem for the researcher. There were a number of different reported objectives that 
were very close in meaning, and the distinctions between them were often slight and 
difficult to distinguish. Perhaps a list of typical objectives should have been included in 
the PMSQ to assist the coordinators. A checkoff from a predetermined list might have 
helped them recognize the nuances in meanings and provide more carefully considered 
responses. If all three respondents had been instructed to provide objectives, chosen 
from an accompanying list of possible objectives, the reported objectives would be far 
more representative of the perceptions of the three respondents who were also providing 
evidence and conditions. 
No two school-based peer mediation programs are alike. However, successful 
and unsuccessful schools could have the have similar, possibly even identical peer 
mediation objectives. The difficulty in determining the similarities and differences of 
objectives from different programs is connected to the collection of the actual objectives 
of each school’s program. A formally adopted document from the school is necessary 
to accomplish this, and every attempt should be made to secure one before any analysis 
of the school’s objectives is conducted. Schools without a formal document should be 
notified of the research plans in advance, and encouraged to create such a document, 
promulgate and implement it, and then review each objective’s degree of achievement. 
Only after this process has been carried out can a true analysis of the similarities and 
differences of program objectives be pursued. If a formal document is not forthcoming, 
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and a delay to await the creation of one is not practical, then a wider range of 
respondents should also be encouraged. The similarities and differences of program 
objectives among the successful schools and among the unsuccessful schools must rest 
on reports of those objectives from student mediators and disputants, and perhaps from 
members of the faculty, student body, and community as well. 
The respondents’ lack of evidence to support their claims of success or lack of 
success of the mediation program was a drawback in the present study. Part of the 
problem might have been due to a flaw in the PMSQ document. Counselors and 
principals were responding to questions about the evidence and conditions that helped 
and/or hindered success, but they were not instructed to provide the objectives upon 
which the evidence and conditions rested. Again, perhaps the three respondents, who 
work in the same school, could be instructed to draw up a list of objectives together (if 
no formal document existed). If all respondents were offering objectives, then they 
could also be instructed to show any links between the objectives and the evidence and 
conditions. These links could aid the researcher in understanding the intent of the 
respondents in reporting particular examples of evidence and conditions. 
A further suggestion for this research would be a request for information about 
how the respondents measured or gauged evidence they provided. How were they able 
to determine if the evidence they reported was accurate? This might be a request for 
some quantitative data to support their claims. It appeared from the responses in the 
PMSQ that schools did not have quantitative data, but it would be speculative to assume 
that it did not exist. Perhaps the PMSQ should have included a standardized form 
asking for specific evidence that respondents would complete (see Appendix I). This 
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form could be completed by the group of respondents who would have the opportunity 
to validate each other’s list of evidence. 
Examples of evidence reported by the respondents posed a problem. 
Clarification of terminology in a mailed questionnaire is essential. Terms must be 
clearly defined and accompanied with concrete examples. Although an attempt should 
be made to avoid "leading” the respondents, a menu from which to choose examples of 
evidence might eliminate ambiguity and prevent repetition. Prioritizing the evidence 
would also assist the researcher in determining the intensity and importance of the 
reported data. Evidence has to be tied to the objectives reported by all the respondents. 
Respondents need to be strongly encouraged to provide quantitative evidence to 
substantiate their claims of success or lack of success. Evidence that supports or refutes 
the claim must accompany each objective. A short explanation might also be requested 
to help the researcher understand the meaning and importance of the evidence. 
It seems necessary to clarify the PMSQ’s request for conditions within the 
school that contributed to the success or lack of success of the peer mediation program. 
Respondents demonstrated by their answers that the term "condition" was not clearly 
understood. The interchangeable nature of their responses about evidence and 
conditions was evident in this present study. A clear definition of the term condition, 
with accompanying examples, should have been included in the PMSQ. The PMSQ did 
list some examples of conditions (see Appendix C); perhaps, the accompanying 
examples of conditions should have been divided into the institutional, programmatic, 
and social categories beforehand. The respondents from both successful and 
unsuccessful programs listed conditions that either helped or hindered the program’s 
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success. The respondents should have been restricted to provide only those conditions 
that supported their claims of success or lack of success. It was not possible to weigh 
the strength of each helping or hindering condition when the respondent provided 
information for both types of conditions. Respondents could have been instructed to 
prioritize the conditions to show their intensity in achieving program success or lack of 
success. Some of the reported conditions were ambiguous or repetitive, and a 
predetermined checkoff list of conditions might have helped to avoid any confusion. 
Further Research 
Present research may serve as an initial study using perceptions of school 
personnel to describe the effectiveness of peer mediation programs in some secondary 
schools in Massachusetts. Other issues outside the scope of the present inquiry that 
come up in the data may need further investigation. 
Further research on peer mediation programs in both elementary and secondary 
schools in Massachusetts is deemed important. In the present study inquiries 
concerning mediation were limited to 44 public secondary schools in the 
Commonwealth. Anecdotal reports from individuals and organizations indicate that 
many more Massachusetts schools are conducting peer mediation. Accurate 
generalizations about the state of mediation in Massachusetts can not be drawn from the 
current sampling and a study with a larger scale would provide a greater chance of 
understanding the true nature of mediation in the state. Enlarging the scope of the 
inquiry would also reveal more valuable data to assist educators understand the practice 
of mediation. 
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Other issues tangential to mediation should be explored. Among those topics is 
the influence of elementary school mediation programs and community-wide mediation 
programs on secondary school programs. Respondents in the present study reported 
evidence and conditions within their schools that helped and/or hindered success of 
mediation. Further research may reveal that successful programs can show some 
correlation between the secondary schools and other institutions. Although every 
school environment is unique, this correlational information would provide educators 
with valuable insight into the operation of successful mediation programs. 
Research about school-wide mediation uncovers problems with evaluation. The 
literature and findings from the present study reveal that quantitative program 
evaluation does not generally occur. Reports about program objectives, evidence and 
conditions seem to rely heavily on the recollections, perceptions and hearsay of school 
personnel. Funding for peer mediation continues to be problematic, in part because of 
the absence of baseline data to show effectiveness, and because of the general lack of 
tax money for school programs such as mediation. Systematic documentation of the 
degree of program effectiveness is necessary to ensure that limited funds are spent 
effectively. Mediation programs need to be more accountable to the school community 
through the imposition of mandatory evaluation procedures. Research about programs 
with proper oversight mechanisms might present a clearer picture of the nature of peer 
mediation. 
Peer mediation is an add-on service instituted by schools to resolve conflicts. 
The usual beneficiaries of this activity are the student mediators and disputants. Most 
students do not engage in mediation and therefore do not benefit from the training or 
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experience of peer mediation. Follow-up research may be done on the expansion of the 
curriculum to incorporate mediation training for all students. A conflict resolution 
curriculum would provide all students opportunities to learn and practice mediation 
skills in their own lives. The effectiveness of peer mediation in schools with a conflict 
resolution curriculum would certainly be affected, if not enhanced. 
Recent developments in the field have revealed the interest of the legal 
profession in conducting school-wide peer mediation. Resultant concerns about loss of 
school control, accountability, costs, displacement of student mediators and even the 
feasibility of this idea have raised the consciousness of many educators. This concept 
may have merit, and a pilot program incorporating legal professionals practicing 
mediation in schools could be launched. This type of program should be instituted (and 
reviewed) if for no other reason than to spur administrators and coordinators of 
mediation programs to evaluate mediation in their schools. 
Practical Action 
It is suggested in this final section of Chapter 5, that action must be taken to 
institute more successful school-based peer mediation programs throughout the 
Commonwealth. It is clear that these programs are successful, and that they contribute 
to maintaining safer learning environments for students. Although there may be some 
disagreement about the appropriate actions to achieve safety in schools, there should be 
a greater recognition and consideration of the need for and value of peer mediation 
programs within school systems throughout the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
Inasmuch as this study has been a description of the components of successful 
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mediation programs, this final section of the study is a call for action. Whatever the 
merits of school-based violence prevention programs such as peer mediation, there is no 
value in implementing the wrong program for the all the correct reasons. Adminis¬ 
trators should carefully assess their needs before adopting any program (Posner, 1994). 
Ten action proposals are advanced, each concerning a dimension in the 
implementation of peer mediation programs throughout the Commonwealth: 
1) state-wide funding of peer mediation programs; 2) support for courses and training of 
administrators, teachers, and students in peer mediation programs by the Massachusetts 
Department of Education; 3) development of a greater role for the Board of Higher 
Education in conflict resolution/peer mediation programs within college and university 
teacher education programs; 4) individual school committee coordination, oversight, 
and funding of district wide K-12 mediation programs; 5) an enhanced and enlightened 
role for administrators within schools with mediation programs; 6) state-wide support 
for teacher-directed mediation programs in the schools from the Massachusetts 
Teacher’s Association and its local affiliates; 7) formation of a state-wide organization 
to serve as a clearinghouse for activities, resources, and training for schools with peer 
mediation programs; 8) creation of efficient in-school record-keeping procedures to 
monitor and improve the operation of mediation programs; 9) the continued efforts of 
individuals within the school communities to encourage the practice of peer mediation 
programs within the schools, and 10) greater awareness of the viability and value of 
mediation as publicized by local, regional, and state-wide media sources. 
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School-based peer mediation has been shown to be successful. Certain steps 
should be instituted to ensure that students throughout the entire Commonwealth are 
provided opportunities to learn and practice the skills of mediation and conflict 
resolution. 
First, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, through the Office of the Attorney 
General, has recognized the importance of peer mediation in the schools. The Office 
has been an active participant in disseminating information and creating programs 
designed to reduce violence in schools. The Attorney General has also established a 
unique program, Student Conflict Resolution Experts (SCORE), to provide peer 
mediation services for students by students. The program has targeted a handful of 
urban centers, but recent developments have led to the widening of the scope of the 
program. Grants are now available for any school in the Commonwealth interested in 
following the SCORE model. The need for community involvement in mediation and 
funding has been recognized, and the state will provide matching funds to schools that 
raise the equivalent to the state grant. There are problems with this plan because there 
are school systems incapable of matching the state grant. Some systems have had 
difficulty sustaining the interest and involvement of the community because of a lack of 
publicity and the absence of clear, positive results. The state must make funds available 
to school systems without burdening them with these strings. The Massachusetts 
Legislature must also take a more active role in recognizing the need for instituting 
conflict resolution and peer mediation programs to stem the tide of violence in the 
schools, particularly in light of the Education Reform Act of 1993. Keeping students 
safe from violence is a major component of the Act, and financial support must be 
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budgeted to achieve this goal. According to Attorney General L. Scott Harshbarger," 
Education is the defining issue in the state. It’s the key to everything we do. It’s the 
best and cheapest form of intervention." 
Secondly, the Commonwealth’s Board of Higher Education must recognize the 
value of peer mediation in the schools, and support the training and certification of 
teachers and administrators to organize and manage the programs. Credentialing of 
program coordinators would validate and legitimize the activities of these school 
personnel and raise the value of mediation in the eyes of administrators, faculty, and 
school community. Schools have often had to contract with costly outside trainers to 
plan and initiate programs, and to train staff and students. The trainers then returned to 
provide further training to reinforce the mediation skills. These services should be 
provided free to schools by certified in-school trainers, preferably by the coordinators of 
the mediation program. 
The Board of Education must take a closer look at the integration of a conflict 
resolution curriculum into the new Frameworks curriculum currently being instituted 
throughout the state. Students must learn the skills of conflict resolution and 
negotiation that are so necessary in our schools and society. The Board of Higher 
Education should incorporate peer mediation and conflict resolution courses on 
university and college campuses. Teacher training and certification should include 
courses on conflict resolution and peer mediation, to be used by all classroom teachers 
who may also be in conflict with students. Teachers need to develop an understanding 
of the value and skills of mediation, and begin to exercise more sensitivity to the needs 
of students who have a right to engage in mediation when conflict arises. The present 
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study has demonstrated that faculty support was one of the most important conditions 
for the survival of successful mediation programs. 
The school has been the focal point for growing concerns about violence, 
suspension and dropout rates, racism and prejudice, and a general decline of civility 
among students. Local school committees should respond to these disturbing patterns in 
their schools and take an active role in supporting programs aimed at attacking these 
problems. School committees who oversee finances for the schools, should loosen up 
funds for mediation training and program maintenance. Funding concerns are often 
invoked when complaints are voiced about the failure of mediation. Budgeting of 
monies for mediation will also legitimize the need for these programs, and empower 
principals to be more financially and administratively supportive of mediation. Bold 
action taken by the school committee will also galvanize the community to support 
mediation and conflict resolution programs. 
The Education Reform Act empowered principals to exercise more authority in 
the schools. Stronger policies regarding administrative control of buildings and 
maintenance of order and security have equipped principals with greater responsibility 
to utilize violence prevention programs such as peer mediation. According to the 
research, the support of administrators was the single most important condition for the 
success of peer mediation programs. Principals must be given a freer hand in allocating 
funds for mediation programs (at least until teachers can do the training themselves), 
assigning staff to coordinate programs, and monitoring the programs. Principals also 
marshal the support of the faculty, serve as liaison with the school committee, and 
answer to the wishes of the community. The principal is also responsible for the 
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implementation of curriculum within the school, and should direct the inclusion of a 
conflict resolution component into that curriculum. 
Support from the teaching staff was the second most important condition 
necessary for the successful exercise of peer mediation programs. The Massachusetts 
Teachers Association (MTA) and its local affiliates should support the incorporation of 
mediation programs throughout the Commonwealth. Enlisting the assistance of the 
MTA in valuing mediation programs would legitimize the role of educators who 
coordinate these programs. The MTA’s support would also protect the place of 
mediation in the schools because the teacher’s association would monitor the schools to 
prevent any erosion of the mission of these educators. Through its professional 
development programs, the MTA would also provide teachers with opportunities to 
learn mediation skills. Not only would the association serve as a watchdog, it could 
also be in the forefront of efforts to encourage faculty to take a more supportive role in 
the mediation process among students and with teachers. 
A statewide organization, similar to the National Network of Violence 
Prevention Practitioners (NNVCP), that serves as a clearinghouse for activities, 
resources, and ongoing training available to educators and community members 
interested in furthering the goals of mediation, is necessary. Staying abreast of 
developments in the field is important to the continued success of mediation programs, 
and such an organization might serve to coordinate activities that bring student 
mediators and adult coordinators together to hone their skills. This organization could 
also provide technical assistance services and empirical research for school personnel. 
According to the research, external, rather than in-house, evaluations have been shown 
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to be more objective and more effective in improving mediation programs. Evaluations 
of peer mediation programs could be rendered by this organization, and a more rigorous 
assessment of the programs would be available. 
One of the problems that arose in this research was the lack of quantitative 
evidence about the progress of mediation programs. No school offered any 
documentation to demonstrate the actual rate of success of its mediation program. The 
data in this research were based on the perceptions of the respondents, but perhaps a 
better indicator of progress would have been the compilation of concrete, empirical data 
based on the program’s progress. The school, the school committee, and the 
community- at-large benefit from the reported data. The data would encourage re- 
evaluation and improvements when and where necessary to ensure that the program 
achieved its objectives. Clearly enunciated objectives could be promulgated throughout 
the school, and their achievement could be tracked by all interested parties. 
Often, innovative programs have been introduced in schools by individuals who 
have made contact, whether through workshops, in-service training, research, university 
course work, and the like, with improved methods of solving problems within the 
schools. Openness to new ideas has fostered greater experimentation with programs 
that make our schools more successful at attaining their goals and objectives. Mediation 
programs and a conflict resolution curriculum were two such ideas that schools were 
encouraged to adopt by concerned individuals. Schools need to be reminded to listen to 
all voices: in the community, from the research, and on the staff. 
Peer mediation program usage was often generated by publicity within the 
school and throughout the community and state as well as in the research. Media 
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sources should be invited and encouraged to report on the condition of the peer 
mediation programs in the schools. The use of family and community mediation 
programs should be encouraged as well. Successful programs in the schools need to 
have their counterparts in the community. Newspapers, local cable channels, radio, and 
television have a responsibility to routinely present articles and news items about peer 
mediation in the schools and the communities. Positive role modeling by adults in the 
skills of mediation, negotiation, resolution of conflict, and prejudice reduction must be 
made available to our young people, who can use these skills in their own lives. 
Finally, the creation of further peer mediation programs in the Commonwealth 
should be coupled with two important elements to ensure success - funding and 
evaluation. Program funding agencies must demand the evaluation of the results of 
school-based violence prevention as a requirement for support. Linking further funding 
to demonstrated effectiveness would add an incentive to ongoing evaluation of the 
programs. Creation of new programs receiving public funding should be contingent 
upon practitioners’ demonstrated understanding of the purpose, value, and use of 
evaluation. There is also a need to develop a network of outside evaluators who would 
be willing to assist practitioners understand the evaluation process. 
Although bringing down the barriers to effective violence prevention 
programming will require considerable effort and more attention to 
evaluation, it is possible to eliminate many of them through better 
collaboration - among practitioners, evaluators, funders, and youth¬ 
serving institutions, agencies, and organizations, among others. (Wilson- 
Brewer & Cohen, 1991) 
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Closing 
This study began with the proposition that the effectiveness of peer mediation 
programs in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts was not properly documented in local 
schools, and that much of the reputation of peer mediation programs rested on hearsay. 
The present descriptive study has been an attempt to identify the objectives, evidence, 
and conditions of many of these programs in order to understand their effectiveness. By 
describing the perceptions of principals, coordinators, and counselors toward those 
aspects of the peer mediation programs in their schools, the present investigation has 
made a contribution to furthering an understanding of school-based peer mediation 
programs, particularly in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The expectation of 
resolving school violence should not be wasted on yet another fad considered to be a 
simple answer to a complex problem. Preventative medicine, even reconstructive 
surgery, not band-aids, may be necessary to ensure that our local schools are safe places 
for learning. The promise of peer mediation to correct violence in schools will continue 
to remain unmet unless peer mediation is carefully planned, wisely implemented and 
consistently evaluated. Only then will we truly discover if peer mediation will combat 
violence in local schools and classrooms. Only then will public schools provide an 
educational environment where every child will have an opportunity to learn well. 
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LIST OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS 
1. Amherst-Pelham Regional High School, Amherst 
2. Amherst-Pelham Regional Junior High School, Amherst 
3. Athol High School, Athol 
4. Blue Hills Regional Technical High School, Canton 
5. Brookline High School, Brookline 
6. B.F. Brown Middle School, Fitchburg 
7. Chicopee High School, Chicopee 
8. Chicopee Comprehensive High School, Chicopee 
9. Commerce High School, Agawam 
10. Concord Carlisle High School, Concord 
11. Dartmouth High School, Dartmouth 
12. Drury High School, North Adams 
13. B.M.C. Durfee High School, Fall River 
14. Framingham High School, Framingham 
15. Kiley Middle School, Springfield 
16. Leominster High School, Leominster 
17. Lincoln-Sudbury High School, Sudbury 
18. Lunenburg High school, Lunenburg 
19. Mahar Regional High School, Orange 
20. Marshfield High School, Marshfield 
21. Middleborough High school, Middleborough 
22. Mohawk Trial Regional High School,Shellbume Falls 
23. Nessacus Middle School, Nessacus 
24. North High School, Worcester 
25. Northampton High School, Northampton 
26. Norwood High School, Norwood28. 
27. W. Peck Middle School, Framingham 
28. Pittsfield High School, Pittsfield 
29. Putnam Vocational Technical School, Springfield 
30. Quincy High School, Quincy 
31. South High School, Worcester 
32. Southbridge High School, Southbridge 
33. Southeastern Regional Vocational Technical High School, South Easton 
34. Stoneham High School, Stoneham 
35. Sullivan Middle School, Worcester 
36. Taconic High School, Pittsfield 
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37. Wakefield High School, Wakefield 
38. Walsh Middle School, Framingham 
39. Watertown High School, Watertown 
40. Wells Junior High School, Southbridge 
41. Weymouth High School, Weymouth 
42. White Brook Middle School, Easthampton 
43. Wilmington High School, Wilmington 
44. Woburn High School, Woburn 
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LIST OF PUBLIC SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN THE COMMONWEALTH 
OF MASSACHUSETTS WITH PEER MEDIATION PROGRAMS 
(as of 3/10/97) 
North High School, Worcester 
Northampton High School, Northampton 
Chicopee High School, Chicopee 
Pittsfield High School, Pittsfield 
Greenfield Middle School, Greenfield 
Taunton High School, Taunton 
Drury High School, North Adams 
Fitchburg High School, Fitchburg 
Somerville High School, Somerville 
Cambridge Rindge and Latin, Cambridge 
Weymouth High School, Weymouth 
Shrewsbury High School, Shrewsbury 
Taconic High School, Pittsfield 
Wells Junior High School, Southbridge 
Haverhill High School, Haverhill 
Durfee High School, Fall River 
Chicopee Comprehensive High School, Chicopee 
New Bedford High School, New Bedford 
Weston High School, Weston 
Medford High School, Medford 
Lewis Middle School, Roxbury 
Sharon High School, Sharon 
Sullivan Middle School, Worcester 
Brighton High School, Brighton 
Southeastern Regional Vocational Technical High School, South Easton 
Amherst-Pelham Regional High School, Amherst 
Amherst-Pelham Regional Junior High School, Amherst 
Nessacus Middle School, Nessacus 
John F. Kennedy Middle School, Northampton 
B.F. Brown Middle School, Fitchburg 
Ware High School, Ware 
Dorchester High School, Dorchester 
Quakers Middle School, Mansfield 
Blue Hills Regional Technical High School, Canton 
M.L. King Middle School, Boston 
Bartlett Middle School, Lowell 
Madison Park Vocational Technical High School, Roxbury 
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Malden High School, Malden 
Putnam Vocational Technical High School, Springfield 
Smith Academy, Hadley 
Turner Falls High School, Turners Falls 
Wellesley High School, Wellesley 
Kiley Middle School, Springfield 
Brookline High School, Brookline 
Chestnut Middle School, Springfield 
Central High School, Springfield 
Mohawk Trails Regional High School, Shelburne Falls 
Pioneer Valley Regional High School, Northfield 
Pittsfield High School, Pittsfield 
Kennedy Middle School, Springfield 
Reid Middle School, Pittsfield 
Herberg Middle School, Pittsfield 
Framingham High School, Framingham 
Mansfield High School, Mansfield 
Mahar Regional High School, Orange 
Taconic High School, Pittsfield 
Forest Park Middle School, Springfield 
Great Falls Middle School, Montague 
Lenox High School, Lenox 
Peck Middle School, Holyoke 
Lynn Classical High School, Lynn 
Walsh Middle School, Framingham 
Duggan Middle School, Springfield 
South High School, Worcester 
Frank Thompson School, Dorchester 
Bartlett Middle School, Lowell 
Atlantic Middle School, Quincy 
Powder Mill Middle School, Southwick 
Franklin County Technical School, Turners Falls 
Holyoke Magnet Middle School, Holyoke 
Grover Cleveland Middle School, Dorchester 
Ware Middle School, Ware 
Quincy High School, Quincy 
Dartmouth High School, Dartmouth 
Phillis Wheatley Middle School, Roxbury 
Newton North High School, Newton 
Lowell High School, Lowell 
Marblehead High School, Marblehead 
Wachusett Regional High School, Holden 
Ottson Junior High School, Arlington 
Doherty Memorial High School, Worcester 
Lynch Middle School, Holyoke 
175 
Frontier Regional High School, So. Deerfield 
Attleboro High School, Attleboro 
Norwood High School, Norwood 
Seekonk High School, Seekonk 
Southbridge High School, Southbridge 
Sullivan Middle School, Worcester 
Hanover Middle School, Hanover 
Hopedale Junior High School, Hopedale 
Hopedale High School, Hopedale 
Natick High School, Natick 
Tanlasqua Regional High School, Fiskdale 
Lincoln-Sudbury High School, Sudbury 
Wellesley Middle School, Wellesley 
Wellesley High School, Wellesley 
Weymouth High School, Weymouth 
Holyoke High School, Holyoke 
Wilmington High School, Wilmington 
Watertown High School, Watertown 
Winchester High School, Winchester 
Oxford High School, Oxford 
Marshfield High School, Marshfield 
Braintree High School, Braintree 
English High School, Jamaica Plain 
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SECONDARY OBJECTIVES FROM THE COORDINATORS 
Successful Schools’ Other Objectives 
6. Students will have opportunities to learn about dealing with conflict in a positive 
way. Interpersonal conflict will be seen as an opportunity to not only resolve 
problems but also as a time to learn the skills of positive listening, confrontation 
avoidance, and problem solving. Students will become pro-active, not re-active 
to conflict. 
7. Mediators will gain lifetime experiences in mediation. Mediators may leam 
from school experiences to use their skills throughout their lives. 
8. Open communication will be established between groups of students. Groups of 
students, representing different interests and needs, will be encouraged to use 
this new avenue to discuss mutual problems and concerns. 
9. Mediation will develop cooperation in solving problems. Both mediators and 
disputants will work together to resolve conflict. Emphasis to solve problems 
will be on cooperation. 
10. There will be a reduction in school-wide prejudice. Discussion of problems, 
conflicts and issues by the disputants and mediators will help counteract the 
ignorance that causes prejudice. 
11. Students will be provided a system-wide training in mediation. Mediation can 
be used and learned by all students in the school. 
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11. Students will help other students learn how ro resolve conflict. This program is 
a classic case of students helping other students. Students will be central in the 
teaching and modeling of mediation skills. 
12. School suspensions will be reduced or stopped. Many of the problems that 
mediation addresses often conclude with administrative intervention. Successful 
mediations should create a drop in the suspension rate in the school. 
13. Mediators will learn skills in peacemaking. Mediators will serve as another 
resource within the school to help maintain a peacful environment. 
14. Students and teachers will receive a referral process (for resolving conflict). 
Faculty and students will have a resource where student to student and students 
to teacher conflicts can be addressed. 
16. Mediators will be taught negotiation skills. Mediators will learn skills in 
listening, communication, conflict resolution, and bargaining. 
17. Mediation training will be provided to as many students who want it. All 
students have the opportunity to be trained as mediators. 
18. The larger community will see the value of mediation. Parents and other 
community members will see the value of school wide mediation as evidence of 
successful resolution of conflict becomes more widespread. The peer mediation 
program will promote its services to the wider school and community. 
19. Different groups within the school will be able to communicate. Better 
communication between different groups will be enhanced with the use of peer 
mediation. 
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20. Agreements will be reached (in mediation) that address the interests of both 
sides. Mediation encourages "win-win" outcomes where the disputants’ 
concerns, perspectives, and values are respected. 
21. Faculty will be educated and involved in mediation. Teachers will recognize the 
merits of mediation by understanding and supporting the program’s objectives. 
22. Student peer mediators can become role models for creative conflict resolution 
and prejudice reduction. Mediators will model the skills of active listening, 
suspension from judgments and open mindedness while working to help people 
resolve conflict. 
23. Mediation centers can serve as crisis intervention centers. The program 
coordinator and the mediators can be pro-active to resolving conflicts in school. 
They can also serve as a service to intervene in school wide crises. 
24. Students will learn to talk out and resolve their interpersonal conflicts. The 
value of talking, not confrontation, will be appreciated. Students, without adult 
intervention, will solve their problems. 
25. Student and teacher conflicts will be reduced. A safe haven for the resolution of 
problems between teachers and students will be available. 
26. Better school attendance will be promoted. Successful mediation will raise the 
level of self esteem for all participants, and help to create a safer school. A safer 
school environment is a more conducive learning environment for all students. 
27. A method to identify wants versus needs will be created (through mediation). 
Expression of disputants’ needs and wants in the neutral environment of 
mediation will create a greater level of satisfaction for all parties. 
I 
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28. Students will learn coping skills. Students will be able to apply their skills of 
mediation and conflict resolution in their every day lives. It will help students 
deal more successfully with issues that are not always resolved. 
29. Student mediators will be trained to listen and rephrase. Improved listening and 
communication skills for peer mediators will be developed, enhancing the ability 
of student mediators to sucessfully help disputants resolve their conflict. 
30. Peers will be encouraged to discuss their differences. Discussion of differences 
will help students to break down the prejudice and ignorance that often cause 
conflict. 
31. Problem solving and critical thinking skills will be promoted and reinforced. 
Students will be able to systematically identify problems, create alternatives, 
make satisfactory choices and apply the decisions generated in the mediation 
session. 
32. The bonding between mediators will be encouraged and strengthened. 
Mediation partnerships will encourage more effective student interaction and 
friendships. 
33. Mediation will allow administrators to concentrate on their other concerns. 
Principals and deans will deal with fewer problems which could now be resolved 
through mediation. Administrators will be able to work toward a better learning 
environment. 
34. Students will be taught skills in decision making. Student self referral and 
proper use of mediation provide students with experience in making decisions to 
resolve their problems. 
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35. Student mediators will learn leadership skills. Mediators will be viewed as 
models of effective leadership within the school community. 
36. A designated area where conflict resolution can take place will be provided. A 
separate area can be set aside in order to organize and formally conduct the 
business of the peer mediation program forthe school community. 
37. Students will be referred to other services, beyond mediation, if necessary. 
When necessary, problems outside the purview of mediation, can be effectively 
referred to other services available to the school community by the coordinators. 
38. Self referrals for mediation will be increased. Students will recognize the value 
of mediation and self-refer for the service. 
39. Mediation skills with families will be encouraged. The skills of mediation used 
by the mediators and disputants will carry over into the wider community, 
particularly among family members. 
40. Reoccurrence of problems and conflicts will be prevented. The agreements 
made in a successful mediation will be maintained by all the parties in the 
original conflict thereby avoiding the reappearance of the same problem. 
41. The quality of classrooms will be improved by reducing the conflicts which 
distract students. Students will be better able to concentrate and learn in 
classrooms when problems and conflicts have been resolved. 
42. Mediators will develop greater self esteem. Beyond learning the skills of 
mediation and interpersonal relations, mediators will develop self confidence 
and self esteem. 
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Unsuccessful Schools’Other Objectives 
1. Students and the community can use mediation skills. The entire student body 
and broader community can see the mediation program as a viable resource. 
2. All students will be provided with conflict resolution skills. The student body 
can receive the skills of conflict resolution, which are similar to the skills of 
mediation. 
3. Problem-solving and critical thinking skills will be taught and reinforced. The 
mediators and/or the student body can have experience with these skills. 
4. Students will be afforded an opportunity to learn leadership skills. Mediators 
and/or the entire student body can receive training in the use of leadership skills. 
5. Mediators can be role models for conflict resolution and prejudice reduction. 
The school’s mediators can serve as models of the skills of mediation for the rest 
of the student body. 
6. Students can be empowered to resolve their own problems with the help of 
trained mediators. The student body can learn to use the referral procedures to 
access peer mediation. 
7. Mediators can be engaged in a non-judgmental mediation process, honing skills 
in negotiation and contract balance. Mediators can learn the skills of mediation 
which include helping disputants create an agreement/contract which is often the 
result of negotiation. 
8. Training and practice in mediation skills will be provided to all students. The 
entire student body can become experienced mediators. 
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9. All students in the school will be shown ways of resolving conflicts peacefully 
and fairly. Conflict resolution can be available to all students through their use 
of mediation skills. 
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CORRESPONDENCE WITH PROGRAM PRINCIPALS, 
INTRODUCTION LETTER, 
PRINCIPAL’S RESPONSE FORM 
National Coalition for Equality in Learning 
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National Coalition for Equality in Learning 
School of Education 
University of Massachusetts 
Amherst, MA 01003 
Robert L. Sinclair, Director 
(413) 545-3642 
Fax #: (413) 545-3964 
11 Crescent Street 
Northampton MA. 01060 
May, 15, 1996 
Dear Principal, 
The purpose of this letter is to seek your assistance in collecting information 
about peer mediation programs. You are invited to participate in this research study 
which will describe peer mediation programs in the secondary schools in Massachusetts. 
This research has been endorsed by the National Coalition for Equality in Learning at 
the University of Massachusetts. 1 sincerely hope that you decide to be part of this 
research. 
Specifically, the study has three purposes. First, the objectives of peer mediation 
programs are determined. Second, examples of evidence that demonstrate the success or 
lack of success of mediation programs in public schools are identified. Third, the 
conditions within schools that contribute to the success of mediation programs are 
described. I have included the dissertation's statement of purpose for your consideration. 
It would be very helpful if you would answer a short questionnaire about the 
peer mediation program at your school. Also, 1 would like the peer mediation 
coordinator and a guidance counselor to answer a questionnaire. If you and your 
colleagues can help me, please complete the response form that is attached and return it 
in the stamped envelope provided. As soon as I receive your response, I will send the 
questionnaires. As a result of your participation in the study, I will send you a summary 
of the findings. If for any reason you wish to speak with me about the questionnaire or 
the research, I can be reached at (413 ) 586 - 8565. 
Thank you for your help with this important research that hopefully will enable 




PRINCIPAL’S RESPONSE FORM 







Thank you for joining this important research. List the name of the peer mediation 
coordinator and guidance counselor who will also participate in this research. 
NAME OF THE 
COORDINATOR 
TELEPHONE NUMBER AT 
SCHOOL_ 
NAME OF THE 
COUNSELOR 
TELEPHONE NUMBER AT 
S |)OL_ 
Please return this form in the stamped envelope provided. 
















Thank you for completing this questionnaire. The following questions are 
about the peer mediation program in your school. Please answer each question 
as fully as you can. Please return the questionnaire in the stamped envelope 
provided. 
Thank you for your help. 
Stephen B. Guy 
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THE PEER MEDIATION STATUS QUESTIONNAIRE 
PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
DIRECTIONS: Please circle the answer that best indicates your perception of the 
success of the peer mediation program at your school. 
1. a. highly successful b. successful c. unsuccessful d. highly unsuccessful 
DIRECTIONS: In the space below please describe any examples of evidence that you 
believe reveal that your school's peer mediation program is successful or unsuccessful. 
Examples oi evidence might be the number of mediations, a decrease in violent 
incidents or the number of student mediators at the school. Statistical information might 
be the most reliable and most measurable evidence. 
2. What are some examples of evidence that your school's peer mediation programs 
is successful or unsuccessful? 
A. Evidence of success - 
B. Evidence of a lack of success - 
Please turn to the next page. 
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DIRECTIONS: In the space below please describe what you consider to be the 
conditions that contribute or hinder the success of the program in your school. Possible 
conditions might include the role of the coordinator, faculty support, or school 
demographics. 
3. What are the conditions in your school or community that you perceive 
contribute to or hinder the success of the peer mediation program? 
A. Conditions that contribute to the success of the program 
B. Conditions that hinder the success of the program - 
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PEER MEDIATION STATUS QUESTIONNAIRE 
COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 






Thank you for completing this questionnaire. The following questions deal with 
the peer mediation program at your school. Please answer each question as fully as you 
can. Please return the questionnaire in the stamped envelope provided. 
Thank you for your help. 
Stephen B. Guy 
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PEER MEDIATION STATUS QUESTIONNAIRE 
COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
DIRECTIONS: Please list the objectives of your peer mediation program or attach a 
document that lists them. 
1. What are the objectives of your school based peer mediation program? 
DIRECTIONS: Please circle the answer that best indicates your perception of the 
success of the peer mediation program in your school. 
2. a. highly successful b. successful c. unsuccessful d. highly unsuccessful 
DIRECTIONS: In the space below, describe any examples of evidence that you believe 
reveals that the school's peer mediation program is successful or unsuccessful. 
Examples of evidence might include the number of mediations, a decrease in violent 
incidents or the number of student mediators at the school. Statistical information might 
be the most reliable and most measurable evidence. 
3. What are some examples of evidence that your school's peer mediation program 
is successful or unsuccessful? 
A. Evidence of success - 
please turn to the next page 
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B. Evidence of a lack of success - 
DIRECTIONS: In the space below, please describe what you consider to be the 
conditions that contribute or hinder the success of the program in your school. Possible 
conditions might include the role of the coordinator, faculty support or school 
demographics. 
4. What are the conditions in the school or community that contribute or hinder the 
success of your school's peer mediation program? 
A. Conditions that contribute to success - 
B. Conditions that hinder success - 
PEER MEDIATION STATUS QUESTIONNAIRE 
COUNSELOR QUESTIONNAIRE 






Thank you for consenting to complete this questionnaire. The following 
questions deal with the peer mediation program at your school. Please answer each 
question as fully as possible. Please return the questionnaire in the stamped envelope 
provided. 
Thank you for your help. 
Stephen B. Guy 
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PEER MEDIATION STATUS QUESTIONNAIRE 
COUNSELOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
DIRECTIONS: Please circle the answer that best indicates your perception of the 
success of the peer mediation program in your school. 
1. a. highly successful b. successful c. unsuccessful d. highly unsuccessful 
DIRECTIONS: In the space below,describe any examples of evidence that you believe 
reveals that the school’s peer mediation program is successful or unsuccessful. 
Examples of evidence might include the number of mediations, a decrease in violent 
incidents or the number of student mediators at the school. Statistical information might 
be the most reliable and most measurable evidence. 
2. What are some examples of evidence that demonstrate that your peer mediation 
program is successful or unsuccessful? 
A. Evidence of success - 
B. Evidence of a lack of success - 
Please turn to the next page. 
DIRECTIONS: In the space below, describe what you consider to be the conditions 
that contribute or hinder the success of the program in your school. Possible conditions 
might include the role of the coordinator, faculty support, or school demographics. 
3. What are the conditions in your school or community that you perceive 
contribute to or hinder the success of the peer mediation program? 
A. Conditions that contribute to the success of the program - 
B. Conditions that hinder the success of the program - 
APPENDIX F 
INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM 
198 
INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM 
I, _willingly give my permission to be tape 
recorded during a telephone interview for a doctoral dissertation study. I realize that I 
am under no obligation to be recorded and have the right to say "no”. The purpose and 
use of tape recording the interview is to be able to capture the responses more accurately 
than is possible by taking notes. My name will not be used on the tape and will not in 
any way be associated with the tape. The tape will not be completely transcribed. It will 





PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
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PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
I. I, Stephen Guy, am a doctoral student at the School of Education, University of 
Massachusetts in Amherst. I am conducting research for my dissertation that will 
explore the effectiveness of peer mediation programs in the public secondary 
schools in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 
II. You are being asked to be a participant in this doctoral research because you are 
a principal/coordinator/counselor who may have knowledge about the 
effectiveness of the peer mediation program in your school. I will be gathering 
data by means of questionaires. The purpose of the questionnaire is to gain 
insight into the peer mediation programs in the Commonwealth. 
III. You will be one ofthe school personnel completing the questionnaire form. The 
data obtained from the questionnaire will be categorized with the final goal of 
analyzing the material for; 
a. my dissertation 
b. a possible journal article 
c. presentations to groups interested in the peer mediation and conflict 
resolution programs in schools. In all written material and oral 
presentations in which I will use materials from the questionnaire, I will 
use neither your name nor the name of your school. In the case of 
specific data, I will use codes to represent your school name. 
IV. You may withdraw from part or all of this study at any time. Also, you may 
review your data at any time. 
V. If I were to use the data provided in any other way not consistent with statement 
IV, I will contact you to ask for your additional consent. 
I,_, have read the above statement and agree to 
participate in this study under the conditions stated above. 
Signature of Participant Date 
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LETTER REQUESTING CONSENT TO PARTICIPANT IN A TELEPHONE 
INTERVIEW 
Dear 
Thank you for promptly returning the questionnaire for the research project for 
my doctoral dissertation. You have been selected for a telephone interview from the 
pool of respondents who said they would be willing to be interviewed over the phone. 
From these interviews, I hope to gain a more complete and richer description of how 
school personnel view the effectiveness of the peer mediation program at their 
respective schools. Information gathered from this study will be used for a doctoral 
dissertation. The findings may be submitted, in article form, to a variety of professional 
journals. 
Your participation in the telephone interview is strictly voluntary. The interview 
will last approximately 30 minutes. The interview will be tape recorded. You are under 
no obligation to be recorded and have the right to say "no". During the interview, you 
may refuse to answer any of the questions. The purpose for tape recording the interview 
is to be able to capture the responses more accurately than is possible by taking notes. 
Your name will not be on the tape. The tape will not be completely transcribed. It will 
be completely erased upon completion of the research. 
During the next week I will be calling to set up an appointment for an interview 
and to answer any questions you may have about the research. Endosed is a copy of the 
interview questions so that you can review them before the interview takes place. 
Please sign and return the attached consent form which indicates that you give 
your permission to be tape recorded during the telephone interview. The telephone 
interview will not take place until the consent form has been received. Please return the 
consent form promptly in the self addressed stamped envelope in order to confirm a 
telephone interview appointment. Please also indicate a convenient time to reach you. 
If you have any questions about your rights as a participant or any questions 
about the research at any time, please call me a (413) 586-8565. Thank you for your 
time. I look forward to talking with you. 
Sincerely, 
Stephen B. Guy 
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PEER MEDIATION PROGRAM 
STATISTICS FORM 
Total # 
# Referrals To Program _ 
Source of Referrals 
Principal _ 





# Mediations Held _ 
# Agreements Reached _ 
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